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COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN FISHERY RESOURCES 


NOVEMBER 10, 1959 
U.S. SENATE, 


CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND ForREIGN COMMERCE, 
Astoria, Oreg. 
The committee was called to order at 9:15 a.m., Hon. E. L. Bartlett 
presiding. 
Senator Bartietr. The committee will be in order. 


The bills being considered today are Senate Concurrent Resolution 
35, Senate bills 1420 and 2586. 


(The bills follow :) 


[S. 2586, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the conservation of anadromous fish spawning areas in the Saimon 
River, Idaho 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That in recognition of the fact that the Salmon 
River and its tributaries constitute one of the principal spawning areas of 
anadromous fish from the Pacific Ocean, and since the size and structure of the 
flood control and power dams and reservoirs, and other structures used in con- 
nection therewith, now in existence on the Columbia and Snake Rivers between 
the Salmon River and the Pacific Ocean presently allow the passage of such fish to 
their spawning areas, it is the purpose of this Act to prohibit, unless or until 
future developments justify a change in this policy, the authorization of any 
such dams and reservoirs or structures on the Salmon River that would be any 
more restrictive on the passage of such fish than similar structures which such 
fish must now pass to reach the spawning areas or which would flood established 
spawning grounds. 

Sec. 2. The Federal Power Commission shall not issue any permit, license, 
lease, or other authorization under the provisions of the Federal Power Act for 
any dam, reservoir, conduit, powerhouse, or other works for the storage or col- 
lection of water or the development of power on the Salmon River in Idaho in 
any case in which any such proposed works would have a more restrictive effect 
on the passage of anadromous fish than any similar works already in existence 
on such river or on the Columbia or Snake River between the Salmon River and 
the Pacific Ocean, or which would flood established spawning grounds. 

Seo. 3. The Secretary of the Interior shall report to the Congress any develop- 
ments in fish conservation or in the construction of dams and reservoirs that in 
his opinion justify amending the provisions of this Act. 





[S. 1420, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To promote the conservation of migratory fish and game by vag nee certain 
seavevel by the Secretary of the Interior of licenses issued under the Federal Power 
¢ 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the first sentence of subsection (e) of 
section 4 of the Federal Power Act is amended by inserting before the period at 
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the end thereof a colon and the following: “And provided further, That no license 
shall be issued until the plans for the project have been approved by the Secretary 
of the Interior, after consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service of the 
Department of the Interior, as not being detrimental to the conservation of migra- 
tory fish and game. If the Secretary of the Interior should deny such approval, 
he shall prepare a statement citing his reasons for denial and such statement 
shall be transmitted to the Congress. The delivery to both Houses shall be on 
the same day and shall be made to each House while it is in session. Following 
such denial, the Commission may grant such license only if during the sixty-day 
period following the transmittal of such statement to the Congress there is 
passed by the Congress a concurrent resolution stating in substance that the Con- 
gress does not support the Secretary of the Interior’s denial. The procedure in 
the Congress with respect to any such resolution shall be as provided in title II 
of the Reorganization Act of 1949.” 


[S. 1420, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] 
AMENDMENTS 


Intended to be proposed by Mr. Neuberger (by request) to the bill (S. 1420) to 
promote the conservation of migratory fish and game by requiring certain 
approval by the Secretary of the Interior of licenses issued under the Federal 
Power Act, viz: 

On page 1, line 6, following the word, “further,” delete the remainder of the 
line, and insert the following: “that prior to final issuance of any license a state- 
ment outlining provisions, if any, concerning migratory fish or game shall be sub- 
mitted to the Department of Interior, which through consultation with its Fish 
and Wildlife Service and affected State agencies, shall review such fish and game 
provisions and be given the opportunity of suggesting amendments or additions 
thereto; and the Federal Power Commission shall give due regard to such sug- 
gested amendments or additions in formulating its decision. The proposed Fed- 
eral Power Commission license shall then be submitted to the Congress, together 
with statements of the Department of Interior. The proposed license of the 
Federal Power Commission and the statement of the Department of Interior 
shall be delivered to both Houses on the same day while each House is in session. 
Thereafter, the Commission may proceed with final issuance of a license only if, 
during the one hundred and twenty-day period following transmittal of such 
proposed license and statements to Congress, there is no objection from the Con- 
gress through passage of a concurrent resolution stating in substance that the 
Congress does not approve the proposed Commission action.” 

On page 1, delete lines 7, 8, 9, and 10 in their entirety. 

On page 2, delete lines 1 through 9 in their entirety. 

On page 2, line 10, delete “does not support the Secretary of Interior’s denial.” 


[S. Con. Res. 35, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), That it is 
the sense of the Congress— 
(1) that for the purpose of— 

(A) securing the maximum utilization of the rivers and streams of 
the Columbia River Basin for the conservation and production of ana- 
dromous fish, and thereby increasing the value of this public resource 
for the Pacific Northwest region and the United States. 

(B) solving various problems of anadromous fish conservation re- 
lated to potential and planned water resource development for other 
needed public uses, including navigation, irrigation, reclamation, in- 
dustrial and municipal water supplies, flood control, power production, 
and recreation, and 

(C) encouraging the harmonius use of the water resources of the Co- 
lumbia River Basin for all beneficial public purposes by assuring that 
provisions for the production and conservation of anadromous fish will 
will be secured sufficiently in advance of project construction in certain 
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areas of the Middle Snake River subbasin which presently contributes 

a great share of the Columbia River Basin’s anadromous fishery 

resources, 
the Secretary of the Interior should make a full and complete investigation 
and study (including research and experimental work) within the Snake 
River subbasin, and such other portions of the Columbia River Basin as he 
deems necessary, under such existing authority under law as he may have, 
including previously authorized basinwide and comprehensive fisheries re- 
search and development programs, and in coordination with the Secretary 
of the Army and appropriate agencies in the States of Oregon, Washington, 
Idaho, and Montana, of the fisheries resources and the potential for increas- 
ing the development thereof, the methods of anadromous fish guidance and 
passage at water resources projects, and feasibility of relocation of anadro- 
mous fish runs, pond rearing, creation of artificial spawning areas, and 
other methods of increasing the crop of anadromous fish; and such other 
matters as the Secretary may deem necessary, to solve the fisheries prob- 
lems incident to the comprehensive development of the water resources cf 
the Columbia River Basin, with special emphasis given to finding a solution 
to problems of fish migration and conservation connected with the con- 
struction of dams over one hundred feet in height in the Snake River 
subbasin ; 

(2) that the Secretary should submit a preliminary report on such investiga- 
tion and study, along with his recommendations for further investigations and 
activities for solving the problems involved, to the Congress not later than June 
30, 1961, and should thereafter make regular progress reports to the Congress 
until his final report on such investigation and study is submitted to the Con- 
gress. Such final report shall be submitted to the Congress at the earliest prac- 
ticable date, but in no event later than June 30, 1964; 

(3) that for the purpose of allowing such investigation and study to be con- 
ducted by the Secretary of the Interior and reviewed by the Congress in order 
that such flood control, navigation, and other development as the Congress may 
determine may be authorized, the Federal Power Commission should issue no 
permit, license, lease, or other authorization under the provisions of the Federal 
Power Act for any dam, conduit, reservoir, powerhouse, transmission line, or 
other works for the storage or collection of water or for the development, trans- 
mission, or utilization of power within the limits of the reach of the Snake River 
from river mile 180 to 245, the Salmon River, or the Imnaha River in the States 
of Oregon and Idaho; and 

(4) that in making such investigation and study the Secretary of Interior 
should proceed substantially in accord with recommendations contained in the 
report entitled “‘A Priority Research Program for Fish and Dams in the Columbia 
River Basin”, which was submitted to the Columbia Basin Inter-Agency Commit- 
tee by its fisheries subcommittee on February 11, 1959. 


Senator Barrierr. Before the committee proceeds to the considera- 
tion of the bills on the agenda, I want to say that I am Bob Bartlett, 
member of the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
and my home State is Alaska. It is now my pleasure to greet the 
mayor of Astoria. Mayor Steinbock, would you come forw ard, please. 

Mayor Sretmnnpock. Thank you, Senator Bartlett. 

My name is Harry Steinbock, mayor of the city of Astoria, and I am 
here, on behalf of the city of Astori la, to welcome ‘the Senate Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. We are fortunate and very 
happy to have the privilege of having you gentlemen come to Astoria 
and hold hearings. 

I understand in the past that it has been the policy of this committee 
to hold their hearings in larger communities. However, the three bills 
to be discussed today are of vital interest to our city for we are the 
capital of the fishing ‘industr y in the entire Northwest. 

We are very happy again to have you. We hope your stay will be a 
successful one; suceessful for the people in Astoria and to the fishing 
industry. We hope that conclusions you reach and the information 
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that you will gather here today will be of value to you in helping to 
save our natural resources. 

I want to thank you again for coming here and I hope that you do 
enjoy your stay with us. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you, Mr. Mayor, for your cordial wel- 
come. The committee at the moment, composed of myself, is very 
happy indeed to be here. I hope that none of you will think that be- 
cause only one member of the Sehiate committee is present in Astoria, 
that there is any lack of interest whatsoever in this and related prob- 
lems. Recently, I conducted a series of hearings throughout Alaska 
mainly dealing with transportation bills of great importance to the 
new State, and there I was the only member of the committee present. 
It isn’t that other committee members don’t want to join with me in 
these hearings but it is that they are engaged in other duties. Senator 
Neuberger should be here with us shortly. He was compelled to be in 
Salem until a late hour last night. It was Senator Neuberger who 
came to Chairman Magnuson of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee and to me last summer in Washington, and urged that this 
meeting be held in Astoria for the reasons that Mayor Steinbock 
named. Chairman Magnuson quickly acquiesced in Senator Neuber- 
ger’s proposal and designated me to conduct the hearings. 

I think we had better start now because we have a long list of wit- 
nesses and Mr. Harry Huse, on my left, the fish and wildlife specialist 
for the Senate committee and the reporter Mr. Bill Miller have a lively 
memory of a week ago Friday in Fairbanks, where we started the day 
with 23 witnesses and wound up with 27 witnesses. We lost ground 
that day, so on this particular day in Astoria we want to move along 
as rapidly as wecan. 

Today the Senate committee will hear testimony on three measures 
of importance to the Columbia River and its tributaries, and to the 
people who live along that river and its tributaries. The three bills 
are; 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, a proposal having to do with 
various problems of—I knew that I was going to face this crisis, and 
Mr. Huse just told me how to pronounce it, I have never been able to 
and I can’t yet—anadromous fish conservation relating to proposed 
and planned water resource development. 

S. 1420, which undertakes to promote the conservation of 
migratory fish and game by requiring certain approval by the Secre- 
tary of the Department of the Interior of licenses issued under the 
Federal Power Act. 

S. 2586, to provide for the conservation of the anadromous fish 
spawning areas in the Salmon River, Idaho. 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 was introduced by Chairman Mag- 
nuson for himself and Senators Church, Jackson, Mansfield, Morse, 
Murray, and Neuberger. 

S. 1420 was introduced by Senator Neuberger and S. 2586 by Senator 
Church, of Idaho. 

First permit me to say that we are very happy to have in the hearing 
room Sister Mary Hilary and Sister M. Bridget Ann from the Star 
of the Sea School in Astoria, who teach, as I understand, American 
problems and American history. We welcome you. 
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The first witness will be Mr. Andrews, of the Portland Chamber 
of Commerce. 

Weare glad to have you here, Mr. Andrews. 

I am going to ask each witness to assume the position which Mr. 
Andrews has taken because in addition to the testimony being steno- 
typed it is also being recorded on tape so the witness should be fairly 
close to the microphone. 

Mr. Anvrews. Thank you, Senator Bartlett. 

My name is Eugene R. Andrews, and my address is 824 Southwest 
Fifth Avenue, Portland, Oreg. 

I am manager, industries department, of the Chamber of Commerce, 
Portland, Oreg. The board of directors of the chamber has authorized 
and directed me to appear here as its representative and to present the 
following statement for consideration by your committee. 

The Portland Chamber of Commerce for many years has advocated 
and supported the comprehensive, multiple-purpose development of 
the water resources of the Columbia River Basin. The chamber is 
convinced that the wisest and best use of the region’s water resources 
for all beneficial purposes is likely to be achieved only by following 
a comprehensive plan that is basinwide in scope and based upon a 
thorough study of the entire water resource development problem. 
Accordingly, the Portland chamber has strongly endorsed the plan 
of development prepared by the division engineer, U.S. Army Engi- 
neer Division, North Pacific, and contained in his report “Water Re- 
source Development, Columbia River Basin, June 1958.” 

Careful consideration and study have been given to the legislative 
proposals which are understood to be the subject of this hearing. The 
views, conclusions, and recommendations of the chamber concerning 
two of the items of proposed legislation are set forth briefly in sep- 
arate following sections. 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 35: This resolution proposes in effect 
a 5-year moratorium on any development of the Snake River from 
river mile 180 to river mile 245, and on the Salmon River or the 
Imnaha River. During the 5-year period the Secretary of Interior 
is to investigate and report upon the problems of fish migration and 
conservation connected with the construction of dams over 100 feet 
high in the Snake River subbasin. 

Such an investigation is certainly a worthy purpose and it would 
no doubt achieve progress toward a solution of the problems involved. 
The Portland Chamber of Commerce recognizes the importance of the 
Columbia River fisheries and is in complete accord with the proposed 
accelerated study of fishery problems. The chamber also urges the 
early appropriation of necessary funds for the accomplishment of this 
investigation. 

However, it is clearly evident on the basis of the best available 
information that regional requirements of electrical energy will reach 
such proportions by 1965 that additional sources of generation will be 
required. Since the existing law governing the distribution of fed- 
erally generated electric power discriminates against most Oregon, 
Idaho, Montana, and many Washington power consumers, it is im- 
perative that the investor owned utilities serving these areas develop 
additional generating capacity by 1965. The Pacific Northwest Power 
Co. is now seeking a license from the Federal Power Commission to 
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construct the High Mountain Sheep project in that reach of the Snake 
River in which this resolution would ban development. The Middle 
Snake River contains a potential for development of a large amount of 
relatively low-cost power. This potential can be realized without 
imposing a threat of unreasonable damage to the migratory fish of the 
Columbia River Basin and it appears definitely in the best interest of 
the area that this development proceed at an ‘early date. It is con- 
sidered that this is a time for effective action in water resource de- 
velopment rather than a time for delay. Accordingly, the Portland 
Chamber of Commerce is opposed to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 
and strongly recommends against its enactment. 

Senate bill 1420. This bill, together with amendments, provides 
generally that the Fish and Wildlife Service shall study migratory 
fish and’ wildlife problems associated with any hydropower project 
for which a license has been requested from the Federal Power Com- 
mission and that the FPC shall give consideration to such study in 
determining the conditions of the proposed license. Further, the 
proposed license and study are to be transmitted to the Congress which 
shall have a period of 120 days in which it may instruct the FPC not 
to issue the proposed license. 

This proposed legislation appears to constitute a major invasion of 
the authority and responsibility of the administrative branch of our 
Federal Government by the legislative branch. It is believed that it 
poses legal and policy questions of great magnitude which would 
warrant careful and thorough study. “The chamber of commerce con- 
siders that legislation of this type would tend to impair sound ad- 
ministration of governmental functions and that it should be avoided. 

The Portland Chamber of Commerce is fully aware of the value and 
significance of the commercial and sports fisheries which are dependent 
upon conservation of the migratory fish in the Columbia River system. 
Accordingly it has no objection to a requirement that the F ‘ederal 
Power Commission give full consideration to the views and comments 
of the Fish and Wildlife Service in determining the condition of any 
proposed license for a hydropower project. However, the chamber 

can see no valid reason for complicating the administration of the 
Federal Power Act by granting in the interests of migratory fish to 
another Federal Department or to the Congress a virtual veto power 
over the licensing actions of the Federal Power Commission. The 
enactment of such legislation in the interests of migratory fish would 
be firm precedent for similar legislation in the interest of any or all 
of the many worthy and beneficial uses of the water resources. A 
soc of such laws would lead toa completely chaotic condition. 
The chamber is of the firm opinion that S. 1420 is a very undesirable 
legislative proposal and vigorously recommends against its enactment. 

Senator Barrrerr: Does that conclude your statement, Mr. 
Andrews ? 

Mr. Anprews. Yes, sir. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you very much. A question or two with 
your permission. 

I should know more than I do. You state that existing law dis- 
criminates against most Oregon, Idaho, Montana, and many Ww: ashing- 
ton power consumers. How? 
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Mr. Anprews. By the Preference Act by which the public power 
groups have preferential call on the power generated by the Federal 
Government by the Bonneville power system. 

Senator Barrterr. You say that clause discriminates against power 
consumers ¢ 

Mr. Anprews. Against investor-owned utilities. Since the public 
power bodies have first call on this power. 

Senator Barrierr. Oh, I see. You recommend that investor-owned 
utilities be given a right to develop additional power 

Mr. Anprews. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bartierr (continuing). And that as of now, these public 
bodies have a discrimination in their favor / 

Mr. Anprews. That is right. 

Senator Bartierr. You say the middle Snake River contains a po- 
tential for development of a large amount of relatively low-cost 
power? Do you know how low cost that would be? 

Mr. Anprews. I understand that the sites along the middle Snake 
represent the lowest. dam construction—I mean of the areas available 
for constructing of dams, these can generate the most power at the 
lowest. cost of construction. 

Senator Barrierr. Have you heard any estimates of what that 
power might be generated for ? 

Mr. Anprews. No, sir. 

Senator Barrierr. Now you say also in that same paragraph on 
yage 2, Mr. Andrews, that this potential, that is, the potential for 
Rercieainn the middle Snake River, may be developed without im- 
position of a threat of unreasonable damage to the migratory fish of 
the Columbia River Basin. 

Is that a matter upon which there is general agreement, do you 
know ¢ 

Mr. Anprews. I believe that is the case. Yes,sir. In other words, 
the Salmon River is the one which has the highest proportion of fish 
migrating up the Salmon River and not up the middle Snake. 

Senator Barrierr. The Federal Power Commission through its 
General Counsel at the hearing held in Washington, D.C., on Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35, on July 17, 1959, said that it does take into 
consideration problems relating to the fisheries in connection with the 
granting of licenses. Other witnesses then or on other occasions dis- 
puted that. Do you have any personal knowledge of that situation? 
To what extent the FPC does pay heed to the conservation of the 
migratory fish runs? 

Mr. Anprews. Well, I am of the opinion that they give full con- 
sideration to it. 

I think they are extremely aware of the problems involved. 

Senator Barrierr. Now, would you detail a bit more, Mr. An- 
drews, how you believe that S. 1420 would intrude—would constitute 
an intrusion by the legislative branch on the administrative branch 
of the Federal Government as you stated in the second paragraph of 
your discussion on that bill ? 

_Mr. Anprews. Well, as I understand the bill, the Fish and Wild- 
life Service would write up a proposal in regard to the licensing 
of the hydroelectric project along with the Federal Power 
Commission and then these two statements would be presented to 
Congress. 
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Senator Barrierr. Well, does that differ radically from the man- 
ner in which the Hoover Commission reports are sent to the Congress 
by the President for consideration by that legislative body relating 
to administrative action ¢ 

Mr. Anprews. I am not aware of the Hoover Commission report. 

Senator Bartietr. I don’t think this is unique at all in the Federal 
system of Government. I may be wrong. 

Thank you, Mr. Anndrews. 

Preceding Mr. Andrews’ testimony there will be printed in the 
record the text of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, S. 1420, and S. 
2586. At this point in the record there will be inserted a statement 
received by me last night in Astoria from Senator Wayne Morse on 
the legislation before the committee. 

(Statement of Senator Wayne Morse follows :) 





STATEMENT OF Hon. WAYNE Morse, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is, I feel, highly significant 
that this hearing is taking place in Astoria, at the mouth of one of America’s 
most magnificent rivers. It is significant because today’s discussions and 
testimony will help to determine the future of the people and the future of the 
natural resources within the borders of the great Columbia River Basin. 

The Columbia, which surges into the Pacific at Astoria, drains more than 
one-quarter of a million square miles of the United States and Canada. One 
hundred and eight million acre-feet of water flow past this city in a typical 
year—10 times that of the Colorado River. 

It would be ironic indeed, if decisions based in part on today’s hearing here in 
Astoria, would forever restrict, limit, or cripple the ability of the public— 
speaking through its representatives in Congress—to use this wondrous river 
for the greatest good of the greatest number. It would be ironic if this Astoria 
hearing were to contribute to a piecemeal, incomplete answer to the plight of 
salmon caught or mangled in the nets of haphazard, premature, or no regional 
planning. 

FISH RUN PROBLEM MUST BE SOLVED, NOT SHELVED 


What must come from these committee hearings this year is a positive answer 
to what until now has been shunted aside as insoluble dilemmas. It is impera- 
tive that here and now, and in perpetuity, we rid ourselves of the idea that 
protection and preservation of our fish runs is doomed to failure. 

Robert Benchley, the beloved American humorist, was noted for a final exam- 
ination he reportedly took at college. The course was undergraduate interna- 
tional law at Harvard, and the question dealt with an old warhorse of 
international law—the North Atlantic Fisheries case, where many complex 
issues were at stake. Benchley, they say, hadn’t read his casebook. But his 
first sentence was impressive. It read: “I cannot speak from the point of view 
of the American interests involved, nor from the point of view of other North 
Atlantic countries—I instead want to approach this from the point of view of 
the fish.” 

Which he did, I’m told. 

We now have before us two pieces of legislation dealing with fish resources of 
the Northwest, Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 and S. 2586. Only one, however, 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, attacks the crucial questions of how to get 
mature fish up the river and fingerlings down the river without impairing this 
resource which is so important to the economy and to the sportsmen of this 
region. And, to use Mr. Benchley’s phrase, we need to speak from the point of 
view of the fish—in other words, fish conservation. 


FISH RUN FIASCO AT BROWNLEE 


The recent experience of the Northwest in fish conservation has been ugly. 
In September of this year the director of the Oregon Fish Commission, Albert M. 
Day, quoted statistics from fishery estimates describing “murderous” results of 
failures of the Brownlee Dam of the Idaho Power Co. 











COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN FISHERY RESOURCES 93 


Research barge traps on one day picked up 97 young Chinook salmon, of which 
80 were dead; the next day traps picked up 149, with 148 of them dead, Mr. Day 
said. No wonder this year’s downstream run has been cut into badly. 

Brownlee and Oxbow fish losses last year were disgustingly high and unneces- 
sary. There, an engineering failure resulted in only one-half of the spawners 
getting past Brownlee. 

Offspring of that ill-fated run are now in trouble, Mr. Day warns. He went 
on to say that one recent check showed 250 seagulls hovering over Brownlee’s 
tailrace, dipping and diving on the young migrating salmon. Eight gulls were 
shot, and seven had young Chinook in their stomachs. No more than one-fourth 
of the estimated 1 million fingerlings that should have passed downstream got 
downstream. 

This, gentlemen, is the state of our fish research program—subjected to the 
engineering failure of a company underdeveloping and misdeveloping the natural 
resources of the middle Snake River under a license from the Federal 
Government. 

It is a sad commentary that the Idaho Power Co. brings us not only high 
electric power rates, but high mortality rates for our salmon runs of the middle 
Snake. 


SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 35-——OUR BEST HOPE FOR SOLUTION OF THE FISH 
PASSAGE PROBLEMS 


The fish and wildlife agencies of the Pacific Northwest States desperately seek 
a solution so that the tragic results of Brownlee and Oxbow will never happen 
again. They and many other voices have asked for approval of Senate Concur- 
rent Resolution 35, which I was pleased to cosponsor. This resolution—in lieu of 
administrative leadership on the part of a vacillating Federal executive branch— 
is the point of view in support of fish conservation. 

Few, if any, are opposed to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. Its objectives 
are good. Let us adopt it and then during the next 4- or 5-year critical period 
of vital research let us not modify or interfere with the program envisaged 
by the resolution. As Mr. Day pointed out to the Fisheries Subcommittee of 
the Columbia Basin Interagency Committee in September : 

“The new and imaginative structures and devices recently built to provide 
fish passage at high dams give fishery technicians an unparalleled chance to use 
them as outdoor laboratories. All the research agencies need is money with 
which to buy the brains necessary to staff these new laboratories with scien- 
tists. Now they stand virtually unoccupied.” 

Time is what is needed before we go ahead in the middle Snake, and the 
resolution gives us time and the wherewithal to use science and research in 
behalf of our economy. Even the most ardent advocates of fish conservation 
acknowledge that sound, comprehensive regional Northwest planning is an 
urgent need, perhaps imminent. An official of the Bureau of Commercial Fish- 
eries of the Department of the Interior pointed this out in July hearings of the 
full committee this year, when he said: 

“Tt is clear that time is a vital factor in reconciling the survival of the 
salmon and steelhead runs of the Snake River Basin with the inevitable devel- 
opment of the basin to meet other water-use needs of the region.” He added 
that it was “clear, also, that irrigation, power, and other water development 
needs of the middle Snake area will become increasingly urgent.” 

A bill introduced in Congress last year by Senator Neuberger, if enacted, 
might have halted or seriously delayed the essential progress on the power 
dam—fish passage regional planning—by proposing to give the Interior De- 
partment veto power over the Federal Power Commission. 

To me this bill, 8. 3185 of the 85th Congress, was not the answer to a com- 
plex problem, so I offered an amendment striking the veto item while requiring 
the FPC to submit proposals to the Secretary of Interior for recommendations. 
Under my amendment fish and wildlife conservation would have statutory 
equality with the other factors which the FPC must consider before issuing a 
license to a utility, and the views and recommendations of the Interior Secre- 
tary on these matters would have to be obtained and considered along with 
other relevant factors. 

Essentially the same proposal as the original S. 3185 has been made this year, 
however, in the form of S. 1420 of the 86th Congress. It has been suggested for 
serious congressional consideration even in the face of apparent reluctance on 
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the part of the Interior Department to consider vetoing a quasi-legislative 
agency such as the FPC. 

The point of view of fish conservation on the Federal level is to be found in 
the Department of Interior. And we should pause when the Department—as it 
did in its March 1958 letter to the full committee—pointed out that there was 
“a real question as to whether in this controversial area the Federal Power 
Commission should be subservient to an executive department.” The letter 
went on to suggest support of a different, “broader scope of review” for the 
Department. 

The point of view of those who support conservation will not be served, in the 
long run, by the exercise of a veto power over other elements of a multiple- 
purpose project or over multiple-purpose regional planning. Raising one factor 
to preeminence in a field wherein many agencies have interests would indeed 
make lonely, isolated men of our fish and wildlife technicians. It would mean 
the doom of any cooperative effort. 

It is time, I believe, that we realize that the agencies of the U.S. executive 
branch are created to fulfill certain specific functions. They are not created to 
judge relative merits of programs outside their immediate jurisdiction. The 
judging and weighing of overall purposes and definitions—public policy itself— 
must be determined by the Congress or its agency; in this case, the Federal 
Power Commission. 

Moreover, this proposal would effect only non-Federal projects, and might well 
be irrelevant in dealing with fish in the one area at which it is aimed. 

The availability and likelihood of passage of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 
makes it unnecessary to seriously consider the veto proposal. To do so would be 
to do a disservice not only to principles of government but to the Interior Depart- 
ment itself. 

The insistent demand is to provide routes for our salmon and steelhead. We 
seek reservoirs for survival of the fish, not harmful improvised arrangements. 
The Pacific Northwest and the Congress must seek long-term answers to long- 
term questions rather than submit to self-defeating measures. 

I am told that a fine fresh’ salmon out of water for just a few seconds can fall 
victim to acidosis—fatigue. Even the loss of a single scale can also cause death. 
S. 1420 does nothing to counteract acidosis or the haphazard methods utilized 
by a private concern to truck fractions of the fish run over miles and miles of 
rough road. 





S. 2586 





Another proposal—S. 2586—also neglects the likelihood of successful fish 
research. It consigns the fish to the status quo, and it does not meet the need 
of sound, comprehensive regional planning which the Commercial Fisheries 
Bureau and all agencies appear to deem needed and inevitable. We can compare 
the bill to local government and local planning, where “spot zoning” often ruins 
a good master plan, to the detriment of the whole community. S. 2586's “low 
dams” deny the need—the inevitability—of sound planning on a multiple-purpose 
basis and consequent utilization of all resources. To that extent it can be dis- 
missed as a sincere but inadequate proposal. 

The eyes of the Congress—as well as the FPC, the Department of Interior, the 
Corps of Engineers, and others represented on the Columbia Basin Interagency 
Committee—must now be focused on fish research which has been woefully 
neglected in the past. 


THE ADMINISTRATION MUST AWAKEN TO THE URGENCY OF THE FISH PASSAGE 
PROBLEM 


The Republican administration has evidently disregarded each and every 
recommendation made by the Fisheries Committee of the Columbia Basin Inter- 
Agency Committee (CBIAC). Important reports compiled by the various agen- 
cies still languish without guidance from the administration. 

While the FPC brazenly lets the Middle Snake be underdeveloped—including 
thousands of fish caught in Brownlee Dam’s turbines or “engineering failures”— 
the present administration ineptly hacks away at budgets that could lead to 
answers for our fish passage problems, and to new, better answers to our regional 
planning problems. 

It is for Congress to act when the administration fails so consistently in its 
obligations. Efforts “to secure a shift in emphasis” at the top level, the CBIAC 
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Fisheries Committee said this February, “was answered by the elimination of all 
construction funds and no increase for badly needed research.” 

As I indicated in my statement to the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Sub- 
committee on July 17 of this year, the total cost of about $3 million recommended 
by CBIAC for a period of 5 years is not an expense: it is an investment. It will 
result in an improved multipurpose dam program for the Pacific Northwest. 
At the same time it will bring nearer the date when we enjoy the restoration of 
the magnificent fish runs of past years. 

We must work to break the bottleneck of the Snake River where the major ob- 
stacle to construction of the economic, otherwise highly feasible Nez Perce 
project is the delay in fish passage research and development. 

From the point of view of the fish, the route from Astoria to headwaters in 
Idaho and eastern Oregon—and the return trip for the progeny—should be 
much more easily covered than it is now: That is the goal of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35. 


Dam builders must now take careful stock of the point of view of those who seek 
fish conservation and the restoration of the great fish runs of former years. 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, if adopted, and ably followed up by the ad- 
ministration, will be an important milestone in the history of the Pacific 
Northwest. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Holland, we are glad to have you here. 

Mr. Houtianp. Senator Bartlett. I am Roy A. Holland, Bremer 
Building, Bremerton, Wash. I am the chairman of the legislative 
committee of the Washington State Sportsmen’s Council, Ine. 

I would like to digress from my statement to shorten this up a little 
bit, Senator. 

I was sent down here expressly to request the committee to amend 
Senate bill 2586, and our amendment which we propose would be to 
prohibit the construction of any dam that would block the Salmon 
River or which would disturb the stream bed or change the normal 
flow of water in the Salmon River or inundate salmon or steelhead 
spawning grounds. In other words, we don’t want any dams built on 
the Salmon River. 

Now this has been the aim and the policy of the Council because 
we have got the legislature of the State of Washington to create a 
sanctuary on the lower Columbia back in 1949 which included the 
Cowlitz River, but the Federal courts have said that a permit issued 
by the Federal Power Commission supersedes the State law so we still 
are fighting the Cowlitz fight. We don’t know who will win it in the 
end but. we are absolutely convinced that unless Congress creates the 
sanctuaries, they are useless. We don’t feel that a State could create a 
sanctuary that would be superior to the effect of a Federal permit. 

Now, unless Congress creates a sanc tuary on the Salmon River, any 
act by the Idaho I egislature, i in my opinion, would be ineffective. We 
have asked that this bill be amended to that extent. 

Now Senate bill 1420. We more or less anticipated 1420 because 
back in 1957 we passed a resolution, a copy of which is attached to my 
statement, in which we asked exactly the same thing that is proposed 
by Senate bill 1420. And we are in favor of that act. 

Now coming to Senate Joint Resolution 35. We more or less op- 
posed this measure, part of this measure, that is the part of the meas- 
ure granting a moratorium for 5 years. First of all we are this way 
consistent, we want. the Salmon River preserved and we want a 
sanctuary. 

This so-called or this proposed Nez Perce Dam would affect the 
salmon. It would affect our aim of creating a sanctuary on the Sal- 
mon River. We feel that if you hold up the construction of dams on 
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the Snake you are going to give those people who are fighting for Nez 
Perce another 5 years in which to build their dam. We are opposed 
to it because if it is built it will kill off the salmon runs in the Salmon 
River, and according to the statistics I have seen, the Salmon pres- 
ently carries 29 percent of all the salmon that go in the Columbia 
above the McNary Dam. 

Senator Barrierr. Would you say that again, please. 

Mr. Hotxianp. The Salmon River carries 29 percent of all the sal- 
mon that go up the Columbia River above the McNary Dam. 

I think that concludes my statement. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Holland, if you care to have it done, your 
prepared statement will be placed in the record in the full text. 

Mr. Hotxanp. I want it placed in the record in its full text. 

(The prepared statement follows :) 


Gentlemen, the Washington State Sportsmen’s Council is an organization rep- 
resenting 160 local clubs of the State of Washington devoted to conservation in 
all its aspects. Whenever a resolution is passed by the council it has been first 
considered by each of the local clubs who send a delegate to council meetings 
instructed How to vote on resolutions. Our meetings are held quarterly through- 
out the State of Washington. 

The primary aim of the council is to conserve our natural resources and we 
have in the past 25 years initiated and supported many movements for the con- 
servation of one of the primary resources of the Pacific Northwest—salmon. 

We were successful in having the voters pass a law by way of an initiative 
which reduced the take of salmon within Puget Sound and which gave the depart- 
ment of fisheries greater authority over the take of salmon within Puget Sound. 
We were a driving force in the creation of the pollution control commission in the 
State of Washington for the protection of both our fresh and salt water and have 
been successful in convincing the legislature to strengthen the pollution laws. 

We became concerned with dams and their deleterious effect on commercial and 
sport fishing of salmon. We realized that many dams were necessary for the 
economic welfare of the Pacific Northwest but that the rapid expansion of hydro- 
electric energy should not be allowed to kill off another valuable resource. 

After considerable study by the council and its committees it was agreed that 
certain tributaries of the Columbia River should be placed in a sanctuary in 
which the building of high dams would be prohibited and that the streams would 
be protected from pollution and other factors which would reduce the streams’ 
ability to produce salmon. 

In 1949 our State legislature agreed with us and created a sanctuary area on 
the lower Columbia River including several tributaries adjacent to and the 
famous Cowlitz River. This was a step in the right direction but the Federal 
courts have held that a permit granted by the Federal Power Commission was 
superior to any law passed by a State. 

In other words the court said that the city of Tacoma, a creature of the State 
of Washington, prohibited by that State from building a dam on the Cowlitz, 
could build a dam and that the State could not interfere with the city of Tacoma. 
If Congress had set aside this area as a sanctuary then 23 percent of the fish that 
spawn in the Columbia River would be protected. 

We do not know whether or not we have lost the so-called Cowlitz fight but 
we do know that unless Congress places tributaries of the Columbia within a 
sanctuary then the Columbia will no longer be the greatest fish-producing stream 
in North America. 

Hence by Resolution No. 2, a copy of which is attached hereto, passed by our 
council September 29, 1959, we have asked that Senate bill 2586 be amended to 
prohibit the construction of any dams that would block the Salmon River or 
which would disturb the streambed or change the normal flow of water in the 
Salmon River or inundate salmon or steelhead spawning grounds. 

We sincerely believe that no development should be attempted on the Salmon 
River until methods have been devised, tested, and proven on other streams which 
will safely pass migrating salmon. We are not convinced that present fish pas- 
sage facilities on dams approximately 100 feet in height are successful. 
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The Salmon handles approximately 29 percent of all the migrating salmon 
above the McNary Dam and if we are to lose 29 percent of the migrating salmon 
because of dams on the Salmon and 23 percent of the salmon because of dams 
on the Cowlitz then we might as well write off the commercial and sport fishing 
now being supported by the Columbia River. 

Emergency Resolution No. 4, a copy of which is attached hereto, passed by 
our council in December 1957 actually anticipated the introduction of Senate 
bill 1420. We heartily endorse this bill because its passage would necessarily 
earry with it further studies on fish passage facilities and the effect the con- 
struction of the dams would have on spawning beds and recreational facilities. 

Our council has vehemently and consistently opposed the construction of the 
Nez Perce Dam because it would, in our opinion, be impossible to provide ade- 
quate fish passage facilities over such a high dam. We believe this dam would 
be the most destructive to anadromous fish of any of the proposed dams, 

Although we are not experts we believe that other dams which would not 
interfere with fish or recreation would be as effective in producing hydroelectric 
energy, flood control, navigation and irrigation. Emergency Resolution No. 3, a 
copy of which is attached hereto, passed by our council in March of 1959 opposed 
the construction of the Nez Perce Dam and inferentially approved the construc- 
tion of High Mountain Sheep Dam, on the Snake. The council refused to approve 
Emergency Resolution No. 3, a copy of which is attached hereto, considered at 
our meeting in September 1959, which asked the council to support Senate Con- 
current Resolution No. 35 for the reason that any moratorium on the construc- 
tion of dams on the Snake would give the Hells Canyon group and especially 
those that favor the Nez Perce Dam additional time to sell this dangerous project 
and defeat the construction of other dams on the Snake. 

We are not opposed to the purposes of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 but 
are opposed to any moratorium which would give the proponents of Nez Perce 
additional time to sell their project. We feel that if 2586 was passed with our 
suggested amendments then we could have no opposition to Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35. 

Our council will continue to support fishery research in the Columbia River 
Basin and will continue to support those bills in Congress which we feel are 
beneficial to the Pacific Northwest and its natural resources and will continue 
to oppose bills which we feel are detrimental to the welfare of the Pacific North- 
west. 

Emergency Resolution No. 2: 

“Whereas the Washington State Sportsmen’s Council, Inc., is an organization 
determined to protect our natural resources; and 

“Whereas this organization has consistently opposed the construction of 
Nez Perce Dam which would block the Salmon and Snake Rivers below the 
mouth of the Salmon River ; and 

“Whereas Senators Church and Neuberger have introduced Senate bill 2586, 
which would prohibit the construction of dams, reservoirs, or structures on the 
Salinon River in Idaho, that would prohibit the passage of anadromous fish in 
the Salmon River; and 

“Whereas notice has been issued that public hearings will be held in Astoria, 
Oreg., on November 10, 1959, and Lewiston, Idaho, on November 12, 1959; and 

“Whereas these hearings will be held before our next quarterly meeting in 
December; therefore an emergency arises: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the Washington State Sportsmen’s Council, Inc., assembled 
in Longview, Wash., on this 13th day of September 1959, do hereby commend 
Senators Church and Neuberger for this conservation measure, but urge that 
the bill be strengthened by an amendment that would prohibit construction of 
any dams that would block the Salmon River in Idaho, and/or which would 
disturb the streambed or change the normal flow of water in the Salmon River 
or inundate salmon and steelhead spawning grounds of this river; be it further 

“Resolved, That the chairman of the Washington State Sportsmen’s Council 
Legislative Committee attend this public hearing in support of Senate bill 
2586 ; and be it further 

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution be mailed to the congressional 
delegations of Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and Montana.” 

Submitted by the board of directors. 

Emergency Resolution 4: 

“Whereas the Federal Power Commission has the power to issue a license 
for constructing a dam on a navigable stream ; and 
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“Whereas the Federal Power Act spells out the proviso “That no license 
affecting the navigable capacity of any navigable waters of the United States 
shall be issued until the plans of the dam or other structures affecting 
navigation have been epproved by the Chief of Engineers and the Secretary 
of War”: and 

“Whereas the fishery resources in the river to be licensed for a dam should 
be given the same consideration to assure its unobstructed passage, both 
upstream and downstream ; and 

“Whereas anadromous fishery provides a great source of high protein food for 
the Nation as well as providing thousands of jobs for people as well as other 
benefits for the States and the Nation and therefore their migration route should 
be assured during the planning phases of any dam on a navigable stream for 
which an FPC license is issued or considered for issuance: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the Washington State Sportsmen’s Council in convention assem- 
bled at Spokane, Wash., on this 15th day of December 1957, That the congres- 
sional delegations from Washington, Oregon, Montana, Idaho, and others be 
urgently requested to enact legislation which will add to section (e) (as amended 
August 26, 1935) the proviso: ‘“That no license affecting the migration of anadro- 
mous fish in any navigable waters of the United States or of streams flowing 
through or adjacent to lands owned by the Federal Government shall be issued 
until the plans for fish passage facilities have been approved by the Bureau of 
Sport Fisheries and Wildlife and the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries of the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service ; and be it further 

“Resolved, That council action will be instituted prior to the January opening 
of Congress and that the National Wildlife Federation be requested to assist the 
passage of said legislation and the Idaho-Oregon-Washington-Montana-Wyoming 
Wildlife Federation be requested to exert their influence upon their own congres- 
sional delegations to effect passage of this legislation.” 

Submitted by the Vancouver chapter, Washington Wildlife League. 

Emergency Resolution 3: 

‘“‘Whereas the Corps of Engineers has issued their final report ; and 

“Whereas this report recommends certain dams for construction on the Middle 
Snake River, and we, the Washington State Sportsmen’s Council are not in accord 
with all proposals for this area : Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the Washington State Sportsmen’s Council in convention assem- 
bled at Seattle, Wash., on this 15th day of March 1959, That we oppose any high 
dams below the confluence of the Salmon and Snake Rivers; and be 1s further 

“Resolved, That any dams that may be constructed above this point will have 
all fish passage facilities approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the 
fisheries agencies of the affected States; and be it further 

“Resolved, That any Federal Power Commission license issued will specifically 
require compliance with Fish and Wildlife Service specifications and those 
required by the fisheries agencies of the affected States; and be it further 

“Resolved, That the Washington State Sportsmen’s Council recommend Federal 
legislation to establish the Clearwater, Salmon, and Grande Ronde Rivers as fish 
sanctuaries and eliminate from further consideration the construction of dams 
on said streams.” 

Submitted by board of directors. 

“Whereas Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35, introduced at the first session 
of Congress and is presently being considered in the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce calls for a moratorium on construction of dams, etc., on the 
Salmon and Imnaha Rivers until June 30, 1964; and 

“Whereas the bill asks for research on the fish passage facility problem to be 
conducted until that date and a final report be presented to Congress ; and 

“Whereas at this time there is no indication that the fish passage facility 
problem can be solved in 5 years or in any specified period ; and 

“Whereas, Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35 does recognize the need for 
additional research to solve the fish passage facility problem and Senators 
sponsoring this bill are to be commended on this point; Now, therefore, be it 

“Resowed by the Washington State Sportsmen's Council in convention 
assembled this 13th day of September 1959, at Longview, Wash., That the sponsor- 
ing Senators be requested to change Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35, as 
follows: 

“1. On page 3, lines 20 and 21, eliminate the words in the last sentence which 
read ‘but in no event later than June 3, 1946’ ; 
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“2. On line 22, page 3, paragraph (3) strike the first word ‘that’ and insert 
the word ‘for’ ; 

“3. On line 9 of page 4, after the words ‘Salmon River’, add the words ‘until 
after final report is accepted by Congress’ ; and be it further 

“Resolved, That the Congress and the Bureau of the Budget adequately finance 
the research program as outlined in Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35 and 
amended by this resolution.” 

Submitted by the salmon committee. 

Senator BARTLETT. Do you know if the action taken by the Washington State 
Sportsmen’s Council has been copied or led or followed by any similar—we wel- 
come Senator Neuberger. 

Senator, I explained why it was that you couldn’t get down here promptly at 
the opening 

Senator NEUBERGER. You are very kind. 

Senator BarTLetTT. And now Mr. Roy Holland representing the Washington 
State Sportsmen’s Council, of Bremerton, is testifying, and he proposed an 
amendment to 8S. 2586, and opposed Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 on the 
grounds that this would merely give those who wanted to construct a dam on the 
Salmon another 5 years to seek to promote it. 

I was about to ask Mr. Holland if there is a comparable organization to yours 
in Idaho? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Yes. 

Senator BARTLETT. Have they taken any action on any of these bills? 

Mr. HoLianp. I believe they have. I think they have asked for a sanctuary 
on the Salmon River. I don’t know their action on the other bills. I believe 
Idaho takes the same position that we do in asking for a sanctuary on the Salmon 
River. 

Senator BARTLETT. You are looking at this solely from the standpoint of sports 
fishermen ? 





Mr. Hottanp. No. Commercial fishermen. 

Senator Bartiterr. Commercial fishermen / 

Mr. Honianp. Certainly. 

Senator Bartierr. What is the value, do you know, of the salmon 
run of the Columbia / 

Mr. Hotuanp. No, I don’t. 

Senator Barrierr. We will get that later? 

Mr. Hotianpb. You will get it later. 

Senator Barrterr. Do you think this problem of lifting salmon over 
high dams and delivering them from high dams is going to be solved ? 

Mr. Houtanp. Well I hope so. 

Senator Bartierr. Do you see any signs pointing to that solution ? 

Mr. Hottann. Yes, I do. I think they are doing an excellent job in 
research presently. T — are two experiments in 1 the State of Wash- 
ugton, I think that will show them the answer in due time. 

Senator Barrett. Do you believe that process could be speeded up, 
Mr. Holland, if the Congress could be persuaded to appropriate more 
funds, to put more people on the job, as an emergency proposition ¢ 

Mr, Hotanp. I doubt it. 

Senator Barrierr. Do you think about as many people are be- 
ing 

Mr. Hotianp. No, the more—it may speed it up but I doubt that 
it will. But I think that we will learn a lot more. 

Senator Bartrierr. Senator Neuberger, do you have any questions ? 

Senator Neupercer. No, I have no questions, Senator Bartlett. 

Senator Barrterr. Thank you, Mr. Holland. 

( Discussion off the record. ) 

Senator Barrierr, The chairman will offer for the record at an 
appropriate point an editorial from the Oregon Journal, dated Novem- 
ber 9, 1959, on this subject, and another from the Sunday Oregonian. 
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The Oregon Journal editorial is entitled “Mountain Sheep or Nez 
Perce,” and the editorial from the Sunday Oregonian of November 8, 
entitled “Salmon River Moratorium Justified.” 

Our next witness is Mr. William B. Morse. 

Mr. Morse. I am William B. Morse, 3146 Northeast 10th Avenue, 
Portland. I am field representative for the Wildlife Management In- 
stitute, a national conservation organization, devoted to wise use of our 
natural resources. 

Mr. Chairman, in view of your long list of witnesses I will para- 
phrase my short statement, that we are concerned with the perpetua- 
tion of the salmon and steelhead resources of the Columbia River sys- 
tem. We feel that their future is going to be controlled to a great ex- 
tent by the river developments, water resource developments of the 
middle Snake River. We are basically opposed to any high dams 
in the section from below the confluence of the Clearwater to above 
the confluence of the Salmon and Imnaha Rivers. And also any high 
dams on these rivers, or any dams on the Snake River. 

We strongly support Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

We feel that this is the best and only solution to solving the prob- 
lem of these fishes and river developments. That is the research 
provided. 

We feel that if Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35 is passed that 
Congress should also withhold authorization and construction of Fed- 
eral dams in the same area for the same period. 

We also hope that the Congress will and this committee will exert 
leadership in securing the funds to implement the research in Con- 
current Resolution No. 35. 

We feel that the Federal Power Commission, as expressed by testi- 
mony on July 17 in Washington, has never taken damage to fishery 
resources into serious account in its decisions. 

Therefore, we believe that if Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 is to 
have significant meanings it should be converted into a Senate bill and 
become a public law and binding upon all agencies. 

We hope that this can be done and that all the moratorium can be 
applied to Federal construction as well as FPC licenses. We hope 
you will give this favorable consideration. 

Senator Barrierr. Senator Neuberger, do you have any questions? 

Senator Nevurercer. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Morse, you said that you believed that Sen- 
ate Concurrent Resolution 35 ought to be changed into a bill? 

Mr. Morse. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Barttert. Is that because during the testimony in Wash- 
ington on July 17 the General Counsel of the Federal Power Com- 
mission said that the concurrent resolution would not be binding 
upon that Commission and even if the Commission felt that it had 
that effect, a court probably would rule otherwise ? 

Mr. Morse. That is correct. I did not hear the testimony per- 
sonally, of course, but I am informed that their attitude was that it 
would not be binding, and we would wish that it wouldn’t be. 

Senator Bartterr. I take it that your testimony as detailed in your 
prepared statement is substantially in harmony with that given in 
Washington in July by Mr. Gutermuth, vice president of the Wild- 
life Management Institute? 
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Mr. Morse. It is, sir. 

Senator Bartuerr. It will be accepted in complete text of the 
record. 

Senator Neupercer. I think the record should show that Mr. Morse 
represents an organization which is headed by Dr. Ira N. Gabrielson, 
who is not only a warm friend of yours and mine, but who did so 
much as director of the Fish and Wildlife Service to promote fisheries 
conservation not only in Alaska, which you help to represent in the 
Senate, but also elsewhere in the Nation. 

Senator Bartierr. I have a memory that Mr. Anderson, testifying 
for the Fish and Wildlife Service on that occasion, said that about 
three-quarters of a million dollars a year was now being spent on 
research in connection with dams now. 

If that is a correct statement on my part do you think that is an 
adequate sum ? 

Mr. Morse. That is a question that can only be answered by the 
agency conducting the research. I do not feel that it is adequate. It 
might be. 

More money and more people would insure better answers. How- 
ever, it probably could not speed up the final answers or solutions. 
We are dealing with a specie that has a life cycle of 4 years, sir, and 
it takes substantial time. 

Senator Neupercer. Senator Bartlett, if I’m not mistaken, I don’t 
think that entire amount is being spent on research into the fisheries 
problems that are very peculiar to the Columbia River Basin. 

I think that that is nationwide, if Iam not mistaken. Some of those 
problems don’t pertain to us. 

Senator Bartierr. We have had some Senators, other officials and 
rivate citizens over in Russia in recent weeks. I was horrified to 
ear just the other day, and I don’t know how true this is, but I am 

not willing to disregard anything that comes from there any more, 
that the Russians have made much more progress in this very field 
than we. That is also disturbing in connection with sputniks and the 
like. 

The General Counsel, Mr. Morse, of the Federal Power Commis- 
sion, testifying last July before this very committee in saying that the 
FPC did take into account fishery conservation in the granting of 
licenses, had this to say: 

I would say in the city of Tacoma, the Commission insisted upon an initial 
investment of over $7 million to be made by the city of Tacoma and an annual 
cost of over $100,000 to take care of this situation. 

That certainly does not show a disregard of the fisheries interests. 
Do you have any comment to make upon the interest you believe that 
the FPC is showing in this problem ? 

Mr. Morse. Mr. Chairman, I said “serious interest.” We feel that 
in the major decisions that the fishery resources are not recognized 
for their true long range value and worth. For example, again I am 
not a lawyer, sir, but the FPC recommended at one time construction 
of Nez Perce Dam which would be the most single damaging thing 
that we could do to the fishery resources in the Columbia system. 
There was substantial controversy on the Pelton decision on the 
Deschutes River, and while their fisheries interests are given full 
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opportunity to testify, it is the consensus of those interests that their 
views are not. recognized as they should be in the final decision. 

Senator Barrierr. It is your belief then that those people, those 
interested in the fishery and knowledgeable of the fishery ought to 
have authoritative voice ‘ 

Mr. Morse. Yes, sir. 

Senator Barrietr. Thank you, Mr. Morse. 

(The prepared statement follows :) 


Mr. Chairman, I am William B. Morse, field representative of the Wildlife 
Management Institute. The institute is one of the oldest national conservation 
organizations devoted to wise use of all our natural resources. 

The fate of salmon and steelhead resources of the Columbia River system 
hinges largely on water developments in the middle Snake River from a point 
below its confluence with the Clearwater River upstream past the junction of 
the Snake, Salmon, and Imnaha Rivers. It is in this section of the Snake and 
its tributaries that the current proposals for high dams can be disastrous to the 
fisheries. Conservationists are generally opposed to any high dams below the 
confluence of the Snake, Salmon, and Imnaha Rivers. 

We strongly support the objectives of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. The 
research directed in this resolution is the only solution possible that can provide 
information essential to survival of the anadromous fishes of this region. The 
moratorium proposed is excellent, but it should be extended to all streams now 
used by salmon in which no major impoundments have been authorized or are 
under ‘construction. If the comprehensive research program proposed is in- 
augurated, interference with all available salmon waters should be minimized 
until the facts are determined. 

Access to spawning grounds and availability of the spawning grounds them- 
selves are the most critical factors affecting the Columbia River anadromous 
fishes. Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 is one of the best ways to insure the 
information we must have to enable fish to reach those spawning grounds. 

Construction of high dams in the Middle Snake will cause incalculable dam- 
age regardless of who builds such dams. Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 
expresses a congressional policy that no dams should be licensed by the Federal 
Power Commission. To insure perpetuation of the fishery resource, Congress 
should also withhold authorization and construction of Federal dams in the 
same area. 

This resolution cannot authorize appropriation of money to finance the neces- 
sary research. We hope this committee will exert leadership in securing ap- 
propriation of the necessary funds for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Testimony received by this Committee in Washington, D.C., on July 17, indi- 
cated that. the Federal Power Commission will not be bound nor legally re- 
quired to comply with this expression of the will of Congress in this matter, 

The Federal Power Commission has never taken damage to fishery resources 
into serious account in its decisions. Therefore, we believe that if Senate Con- 
eurrent Resolution 35 is to have any significant meaning, it should be converted 
into a Senate bill. It will then become a public law and become binding on all 
agencies whether they like it or not. 


In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we hope that the resolution can be 
broadened to withhold both private and public construction of high 
dams from a point below the confluence of the Snake and Clearwater, 
to a point on the Snake River above the Salmon and Imnaha Rivers. 
This includes the Clearwater, Grande Ronde, Salmon, and Imnaha 
Rivers themselves. We also hope that Senate Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 35 can be converted to a Senate bill and receive the status of 
public law. 

Conservationists everywhere sincerely hope the committee will give 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 prompt and favorable considera- 
tion, 

Senator Nevusercer. I just have a letter that I think might go in 
the record pertinently at this point, Mr. Chairman. 
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It is a letter dated September 24, 1959, from Ross Leffler, Assistant 
Secretary of the Interior, setting forth the sums available in these 
various research categories. 

I won’t go into detail about them, but they are extremely pertinent 
to the questions that you asked of Mr. Morse, and with your permis- 
sion it might go in the record at this point. 

Senator Bartietr. I think it should, Senator. Thank you very 
much for offering that letter. 


(The letter follows:) 


Deak SENATOR NEUBERGER: This is in response to your letter of August 21 in 
which you inquire as to the amounts included in the 1960 public works appro- 
priation bill, H.R. 7509, which will be programed for the fishery research ob- 
jectives contained in the recommendations of the Columbia Basin Interagency 
Committee. In addition you have inquired as to the amount of Saltonstall- 
Kennedy funds which will be available in this fiscal year for the proposed 
CBIAC research program. 

AS you are aware, H.R. 7509 was vetoed by the President. A new bill, H.R. 
9105, was passed by the Congress over the President’s veto providing for a reduc- 
tion of 2% percent in each item, project, and activity as contained in H.R. 7509. 

Of the $1,170,000 appropriated for the Lower Columbia River fish sanctuary 
program, about $165,000 will be programed for operational studies. This will be 
used primarily for one of the items proposed in the CBIAC research program 
entitled “Lake and artificial impoundment development for salmon and 
anadromous trout rearing.” Some of these funds will be used for predator con- 
trol studies which also is one of the recommended projects in the CBIAC program. 

The remainder of the funds ($731,250) in the public works appropriation al- 
located for fish and wildlife activities is an amount which is provided for carry- 
ing out studies of the effects of specific water development projects on the fish 
and wildlife resources throughout the 50 States, exclusive of the Missouri River 
Basin. 

These studies are carried out in accordance with the Fish and Wildlife Co- 
ordination Act, amended and strengthened by the Congress last year. Formerly 
these studies were financed by transferring sums, project by project, from in- 
dividual Corps of Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation projects. This simply 
represents a new method in budgeting. The program remains essentially un- 
changed. A portion of this money will be made available for studies of specific 
projects in the Columbia Basin; however, these funds may not be expended for 
research as recommended in the CBIAC report. 

Insofar as S-K funds are concerned, a total of $85,000 will be available in 
fiscal 1960 for studies of the type recommended in the CBIAC research proposal. 

If there is additional information which we can supply to you in this regard, 
we will be happy to do so. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ross LEFFier, Assistant Secretary. 

Senator Barrierr. Before the next witness is called the chairman 
takes pleasure in inviting Senator Neuberger to make his statement. 
Certainly there could be no better witness on this whole subject. in 
which he has shown such a deep interest and for which he has done so 
much over the years. 

Senator Neuberger, we will be glad to hear from you. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman. 

First I want to express our gratitude to you as chairman of the 
Senate Fishery Subcommittee for holding this hearing in Astoria. So 
frequently in the past many of the Senate hearings have been held 
only in the largest communities of the Northwest such as Seattle and 
Portland, and I do not think you could have come to a place more 
strategically located than this center of the commercial fishing indus- 
try in the Pacific Northwest, and I don’t think that you could have 
come on a more beautiful day. 
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Senator Barrier. I thought I was in Petersburg, Alaska, this 
morning. 

Senator Neusercer. Well, Mr. Chairman, you and I both know 
that it never rains either in Astoria or in Petersburg. We have lovely 
days there all the time. 

fr. Chairman, I know what a long list of witnesses you have and, 
therefore, I have made my statement extremely brief, and with your 
permission I will read it. It wi)) not take longer than 4 or 5 minutes. 

Senator Barrierr. We will be very glad to have you do so, Senator. 

Senator Nevpercer. The three measures being considered by your 
subcommittee—Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, S. 1420, and S. 
9586—have in common maintenance of runs of migratory fish in 
waterways affected by dam construction. Although differing in pro- 
cedures, all of the measures impose restraints of varying degrees on 
construction of dams where fish and wildlife values are at stake. Thus, 
it is evident that some unanimity exists on the necessity for immediate 
actiton to preserve the anadromous fishery of the Columbia. 

On March 16, 1959, I introduced S. 1420 to restrain the Federal 
Power Commission from issuing licenses for hydroelectric power de- 
velopment in areas where dams will impair fish runs. In my opinion, 
such legislation is needed to prevent blockading forever the spawning 
areas that lie at the source of Idaho’s Salmon River. This bill would 
put a tether on the FPC, requiring that the fish-passage facilities at 
dams be studied and approved by the one Federal agency most quali- 
fied to appraise the worth of such facilities—the U.S. Fish and Wild- 
life Service. My proposal would require that the Secretary of the 
Interior give his approval to fish ladders, fishways, skimmer devices, 
and other apparatus designed to make it possible for adult salmon to 
pass the dam en route to spawning grounds, and for the fingerlings to 
traverse the dam safely downstream. The authority bestowed by this 
legislation is no more than that accorded to navigation use of our 
waterways. Even today dam projects must have the assent of the 
Secretary of the Army. He can reject licenses for projects which 
might impair the navigability of interstate streams. Certainly fish 
and wildlife deserve equal consideration with ships and barges in 
management of our water resources. 

To digress just briefly from my printed testimony, Mr. Chairman, 
at the present time some of the public power groups on the Oregon 
seacoast are seeking to build dams at the sources of some of our 
marvelous coastal waterways on which spawn some of the most im- 
portant fisheries runs in the Pacific Northwest. 

This again will involve the great question of the relative values of 
fisheries and dams on these rivers, and certainly the Fish and Wildlife 
Service should have a voice in any such decisions. 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, which I joined in cosponsoring 
with Senator Warren G. Magnuson, the distinguished chairman of 
this committee, provides another route for resolving the conflict be- 
tween fish and dams over use of our rivers. This bill would suspend 
dam construction in the Middle Snake River area, while a satisfactory 
answer is found to the problem of passing migratory fish around very 
high dams. This proposal has an especially strong feature in its 
authorization of an intensive and accelerated fishery research program 
under the Department of the Interior. 
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I think it is quite evident that the program for Columbia River 
fish research is madequate and funds too meager, at the present time. 
I have been advised by Assistant Secretary of the Interior Ross 
Lefiler that approximately $250,000 will be available during the cur- 
rent fiscal year for research projects proposed by the Columbia Basin 
Inter-Agency Committee. This program calls for the expenditure of 
about $1 million annually each year until solutions are found which 
will assure survival of salmon and steelhead, in the event proposed 
dams are built. It is apparent that early solution of the fish-passage 
problems will not be found if fishery research continues to be financed 
on the basis of 25 percent of the sums needed for that work. 

At the last session of Congress, I made numerous appeals for in- 
creasing the allocations to Columbia fishery research. I am gratified 
that some advances have been made in this category of Federal ex- 
penditures. Under the lower Columbia River fish sanctuary pro- 
gram, about $165,000 has been programed for operational studies, 
primarily the kind proposed in the CBIAC program. In addition, a 
total of $85,000 of so-called Saltonstall-Kennedy program funds have 
been allocated for research of the type recommended in the CBIAC 
program. These expenditures will make possible a project for study 
of lake and artificial impoundment development for salmon and 
anadromous trout, predator control, and similar basic research. 

Mr. Chairman, expert testimony to this and other committees of 
Congress discloses that the state of knowledge of fish passage over 
high dams is much too meager at this time to risk survival of these 
runs at high dams incorporating plans for untried fish passage facili- 
ties. Know-how and time to acquire the know-how is our present 
urgent need. 

When Lewis and Clark’s expedition carried the American flag to 
the Pacific a century and a half ago, these first white men to span 
the continent were awed by the silvery hordes of salmon and steelhead 
inthe Columbia. Only a fraction of that fishery now exists. Whether 
any survive through the next century and a half of American history 
will be determined by how we approach problems now confronting 
existence of this great fishery. Thus, the time and thought devoted to 
solution of this problem by the members of the committee will bring 
dividends for as long as the Columbia River runs to the sea. 

Mr. Chairman, we are particularly grateful that you have come 
here, because we know that the great new State No. 49 which you 
helped to represent has an even greater fisheries industry than we 
have in the Pacific Northwest, and we know that when you consider 
our problems that you are also considering some of the similar prob- 
lems in your own State of Alaska. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you for your statement, Senator Neu- 
berger, and one thing the chairman is convinced of and that is your 
statement is not ghost written. 

It is, of course, as you say, a very real problem and one which must 
be solved because we can’t afford to lose the salmon here or anywhere 
along the Pacific coast. 

Senator Barrierr. The next witness will be Mr. Abrahamsen, on 
behalf of the Astoria Chamber of Commerce. 
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Mr. ABRAHAMSEN. My name is George Abrahamsen. I am presi- 
dent of the Astoria Chamber of Commerce, whose address is 270 
14th Street, Astoria, Oreg. 
I have a prepared statement and to save time and not to get off 
the subject I will read it. 





THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISHERIES OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN 
COMMERCE OF THE U.S. SENATE 


GENTLEMEN: This appearance is being made on behalf of the Astoria Chamber 
of Commerce representing the citizens and businessmen of Astoria, the oldest 
established community in the Pacific Northwest. 

The fishery payroll has been one of the most important factors in our economy 
for over a century. The community and its people in recent years have suffered 
severely because of the diminishing runs of Columbia River salmon. 

Basically these losses have occurred, according to reports from our public 
fishery agencies and those with years of practical fishing experience, because 
dams, erected in the Columbia River Basin have destroyed or damaged migrat- 
ing runs of salmon, they have further depleted the potential supply of such 
valuable food fish by blocking off or flooding their spawning grounds. 

This dam-building program, particularly in relation to the main Columbia and 
Snake Rivers, was initiated by our Government, with Grand Coulee Dam and has 
since been carried on through Bonneville, The Dalles, Chief Joseph, McNary, 
and Ice Harbor Dams and other related structures. In addition to its own 
dam-building activity, the Government, through its licensing agencies, exercises 
control over any such projects proposed by private or public groups. 

We are now advised the situation in regard to further maintenance of the 
Columbia River salmon resources has become critical, and that the erection at 
this time of more dams in the path of the migrating salmon might well result in 
practically complete destruction of the fishery. 

Under the circumstances cited above and in view of the apparent responsibility 
of the Government in the matter, we are asking you, here to represent the 
legislative department of the U.S. Government, to promote and pass legislation 
designed to preserve the salmon in their present status and to provide opportu- 
nity for rehabilitation of the resource. 

In relation to the specific measures on the committee agenda, we urge that 
you be guided by the proposals of the fishermen and processors of this commu- 
nity who have or will appear before you. 

Respectfully, George Abrahamsen, president, Astoria Chamber of Commerce. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you very much, Mr. Abrahamsen, 

Senator Neuberger, do you have any questions? 

Senator NEUBERG ek. Just one, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Abrahamsen, 
does the Astoria Chamber of Commerce endorse or oppose any of the 
specific legislation being considered by the subcommittee or not ? 

Mr. ABRATIAMSEN. No, we have not. We feel the processors in the 
community are and the fishermen are doing a good job on it. We are 
supporting the processors and fishermen. 

Senator Nevrercer. I mean you, yourself, as a chamber of com- 
merce do not take a position on any of these specific proposals. 

Mr. Apranamsen. No, we have not taken a position. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you. 

Mr. AprawAMSEN. One other item, Mr. Chairman, and that is we 
have a noon luncheon for you two gentlemen up at the John Jacob 
Astor Hotel and everybody is invited. 

Senator Barrierr. Don’t leave; we want to compliment you upon 
that announcement and to thank you. 

How big a town is Astoria ? 

Mr. ABraAHAMSEN. 12,000. 

Senator Barrierr. What is your principal industry ? 

Mr. ABRAHAMSEN. Fishing. 
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Senator Barrierr. What else do you have here to support the 
community ¢ 

Mr. ABRAHAMSEN. We have lumber, farming, we have plywood 
mills and flour mills, but principally fishing and lumber. 

Senator Barrierr. What kind of fishing is most important ? 

Mr. ABRAHAMSEN. Our salmon. 

Senator Barrierr. Would you say that a sizable part of the com- 
munity lives by salmon fishing 

Mr. ApraHAMsen. Yes. 

Senator Barrierr. And to a very peculiar extent Astoria then is 
dependent on the preservation of these salmon runs? 

Mr. ABRAHAMSEN. We certainly think so. We definitely feel 1 
throughout the business community when we havea bad run. 

Senator Barrierr. Have the runs been decreasing in all the years 
since these dams were erected ¢ 

Mr. AprAHAMSEN. I am not prepared to say, but from what I hear, 
yes. 

Senator Bartierr. We can get expert testimony on that later. 

Mr. AprAHAMSEN. I am sure you are going to get it. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you, sir. 

The next witness will be Mr. Day, director of the Fish Commission 
of Oregon. 

Mr. Day. Mr. Chairman and Senator Neuberger, my name is Albert 
M. Day. Iam director of the Oregon Fish Commission, and I am pre- 
senting herewith a joint statement prepared by the fish commission 
and the game commission. In Oregon we have two commissions with 
somewhat. overlapping duties, and I have been asked to present this 
joint statement. 

Mr. Snyder may wish to supplement it after Lam through. 

I have also prepared some slides which I would like to present as a 
part of this statement because it is so difficult for most of us to realize 
what the problem is in this great Columbia River Basin. So with your 
forbearance I will present some slides. 

Senator Barrierr. These are pictures of the Columbia River situa- 
tion ¢ 

Mr. Day. The Columbia River situation as pertaining to this 
testimony. 

Senator Barrierr. Surely, we will be happy to see the pictures. 

The fish and game commissions welcome this opportunity to frankly 
discuss the important anadromous fisheries problems of the Columbia 
River Basin and the proposed national legislation—Senate bill 1420, 
Senate bill 2586, and Senate Concurrent Resolution 35—which is re- 
lated to the maintenance of these very valuable resources. 

On many occasions we have been called upon to offer testimony on 
the value of these runs of migr atory fish to the people of Oregon’ and 
the Northwest. It is tremendous. 

The average annual commercial and sport landings of salmon and 
steelhead having their origin in the Columbia Basin during the 15- 
year period 19: 38-59 were 29 million pounds and valued at bout. $17 
million. Present- -day values are at least equal to or greater than this 
figure. 

Value has various meanings to various individuals. Value to a 
sportsman is the thrill of catching a salmon or steelhead in waters of 
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his choice. Value to a commercial fisherman is to maintain the re- 
source in suitable condition to provide a livelihood. Value to a house- 
wife is to be able to buy choice fresh or processed salmon or steelhead 
over the counter. Value to millions of tourists is to order these fish 
at a restaurant and to watch the fish fighting over rapids, swimming 
up fishways, actively digging on spawning grounds, or returning to 
hatchery ponds. 

In short the people of Oregon value this natural God-given re- 
source highly and have time and time again expressed their desire 
to maintain it for the use and enjoyment of themselves as well as fu- 
ture generations. 

The salmon and steelhead are as much a part of the great North- 
west as are the towering Douglas fir and the stately pine. 

Salmon and steelhead of the Columbia River make extensive migra- 
tions during the course of their lifespans of 2 to 6 years. Not only 
do the returning mature fish traverse hundreds of miles of streams to 
reach the headwater spawning grounds from which they were hatched, 
but they also make widespread feeding migrations at sea where they 
are taken by intensive offshore commercial and sport fisheries from 
California to Alaska. 

If we could have the first slide, please. 

(Slide.) That shows the migration patterns of Oregon Chinook 
salmon. 

I should apologize for this chart. When we made it up I said 
migration patterns of Oregon Chinook salmon and that isn’t correct, 
it’s Columbia River. But it does show you the extensive migration 
of the Columbia River fisheries from—all the way from the Gulf of 
Alaska clear down to California. 

That was the Chinook. 

(Slide.) This is the migration patterns of silver salmon running 
from Vancouver Island clear down to the Sacramento Valley of 
California. 

The Snake River is one of the major tributaries of the Columbia 
River and one which has a very significant role in the future main- 
tenance of anadromous fish in the Columbia River. Based on maxi- 
mum fish counts at McNary Dam between the years 1954-57, fishery 
technicians of the Northwest estimate the Snake River had 327,000 
adult salmon and steelhead returning to its mouth from the ocean. 
This represents about 50 percent of all of the upstream migrant sal- 
mon and steelhead passing Bonneville Dam. These are maturing 
spawners which have escaped the sport and commercial fisheries in the 
Columbia River and at sea. Additional numbers of them are destined 
to be harvested by sport fishermen in the Snake River. 

Annual commercial landings of spring and summer Chinook in the 
Columbia River have averaged 3,500,000 pounds in the past 5-year 
period. These fish are primarily of upriver origin. The Snake 
River provides the spawning and rearing areas for the major portion 
of this production. The importance of these areas to the fisheries of 
the Pacific Northwest is especially significant in view of the fact the 
upper river runs of spring and summer Chinook and steelhead are 
entirely dependent on natural spawning propagation. These are the 
races which store great quantities of fats and oils in their flesh while 
in the ocean to provide fuel for their long journey to the spawning 
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grounds, hence they provide the finest product for the commercial 
industry as well as for sport fishermen. 

Partially as a result of the management programs of the various 
fishery agencies involved, some of the runs of fish to this area have in- 
creased substantially in recent years and a still greater potential exists. 
At the same time over $150 million has been expended at the dams on 
the Columbia and Snake Rivers to maintain access to these valuable 
upper river natural spawning areas. In fact, all current planning for 
the maintenance and enhancement of salmon runs on the Columbia 
has rested on the basic assumption that the important spawning areas 
of the Snake River would remain as unimpaired producing areas. 

The growing population and resulting needs have presented pollu- 
tion problems; have caused dams to be constructed athwart streams 
which once supported large runs of anadromous fish; have resulted in 
deleterious logging practices, highway construction, mining, et cetera. 
Yes, and even increased fishing effort has been partially responsible for 
the reduction in numbers of fish, 

Severe fishing restrictions by the agencies have reduced the number 
of days of commercial fishing mn the Columbia River from 272 days in 
1942 to only 97 days in 1959. In recent years even the open fishing 
area within the river has been reduced. Columbia River chinook 
salmon landings of the commercial fishery have declined from an 
average of about 27 million pounds for the 20-year period prior to 
1920 to approximately 18 million for the period 1921 through 1945 
and down to 12 million for the period 1946 through 1953. This last 
year—1959—the poorest in history, only 6 million pounds were landed. 
The ocean troll fishery also has been restricted by interstate and inter- 
national action along the Pacific coast from Alaska to California. 
The most restrictive sport-fishing regulations on the Pacific coast have 
been imposed on the Oregon angler as a positive tool of management 
directed toward the maintenance and increase of these fishes. In ad- 
dition, beginning this year all salmon fishing, sport and commercial, 
was halted during the month of November on the Columbia River and 
its tributaries. 

The pollution in our streams which directly affects the existence of 
the fishery resources is now the object of an extensive program aimed 
at giving better water quality. Closer cooperation on local, State, and 
National levels is being experienced in many areas of water use. It is 
going to take a great deal more cooperation among all water users to 
see that our water resource is not developed at the expense of 
another. 

We are presently faced with the construction of dams which would 
prevent the use of the upper river areas. 

Slide. 

Five low-head dams—this is a copy of the chart from the Corps of 
Engineers—are planned for the lower Snake River, numerous high 
dams are proposed for the upper Snake River and the important 
salmon and steelhead producing tributaries of the Salmon, Imnaha, 
Grande Ronde, and Clearwater Rivers. 

Slide. 

The upper Snake River spawning and nursery grounds are above 
the Idaho Power Co.’s Brownlee-Oxbow-Hells Canyon hydroelectric 
projects; 277-foot-high Brownlee is completed. This is a diagram- 
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matic chart showing the dams that are now in the Columbia River 
Basin marked in black and those that are projected in various plans 
shown in red. 

It shows you in a rather dramatic fashion the plans that are afoot 
for the development of the Columbia River Basin. 

This is a diagrammatic thing based upon the previous chart which 
was made by the Corps of E ngineers. 

These projects are Vic ensed for completion over the objections of the 
upper Snake River, Oxbow, and Hells Canyon, Brownlee—projects 
were licensed for construction over the objections of the fishery 
agencies. At that time no proven method existed for providing fish 
passage at projects of this magnitude. The subsequent experience at 
Brownlee has provided evidence that the fishery agencies indeed had 
reason to oppose their construction. Further scientific study is nec- 
essary at Brownlee to determine the exact nature of the existing 
problem and the fish’s reaction to the changed ecological conditions, 

Even more serious barriers to migratory fish are ‘proposed down- 
stream from Idaho ens Co.’s projects—585-foot-high High Moun- 
tain Sheep and 595-foot Nez Perce Dams on the Snake River; 665- 
foot Lower Canyon, 725-foot C revice, and 205-foot Freedom Dams 
on the Salmon River; 520-foot Wenaha Dam on the Grande Ronde 
River; and 566-foot Bruces Eddy and 592-foot Penny Cliffs on the 
Clearwater River. Numerous other sites are being considered and/or 
proposed. The Nez Perce, Freedom, and Crevice combination of 
projects, affecting those important runs of fish utilizing the Salmon 
River, would require fish to be lifted a total vertical height of 1,525 
feet. Other combinations of projects are equally as startling, looking 
at it from the fishing viewpoint. 

Passage of both upstream and downstream migrants at Bonneville 
Dam is relatively successful, but even at run-of-the-river, low-head 
dams of this type it is known that significant delays and mortalities 
occur to migrating fish. We do not yet know all of the effects on fish 
migration of the series of low-head dams now being constructed on the 
Columbia. What then of dams 6 to 10 times as high having extensive 
reservoir drawdowns, limited or infrequent spill, and accompanying 
ecological changes ? 

Definite experience is now being gained in the matter of fish passage 
at high dams. Yet there is a long way to go in determining answers. 
High dams on critical fish passage routes are being authorized, 
financed, and constructed. The likelihood exists that the race for 
developing hydroelectric sites on the major fish-producing streams 
will outstrip the race for needed biological data to prevent or com- 
pensate for fish losses occasioned by dams. There is a great timelag 
between funds for construction and funds for fishery research, 

(Slide 5.) 

The Salmon River is estimated to produce about two-thirds of the 
returning spring and summer chinook salmon passing McNary Dam. 

Based on maximum counts at McNary Dam for any 1 year for 
the period 1954-57, this represents an estimated 125,000 fish. This is 
a diagrammatic chart showing the series of dams ‘that are planned 
from the very upreaches to the lower. You will find Bonneville at 
the bottom, The Dalles, John Day, McNary, and so on, a series of dams 
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completely blocking the Columbia River and the Snake River water- 
shed, if all of them that are now planned should mature. 

(Slide.) 

This is a diagrammatic chart which shows the distribution of fish 
from McNary Dam. McNary Dam is at the center on the left side. 

Breaking it down we find the various numbers of fish. The per- 
centages are perhaps just as well to remember. There are an addi- 
tional 47,500 fall chinook and blueback salmon and steelhead trout 
utilizing this system to bring the total count to 172,500. 

Estimated escapements into the Imnaha, Grand Ronde, and Clear- 
water Rivers are 16,000, 44,000, and 22,800 salmon and steelhead, 
respectively. Prior to 1958 it was estimated that 22,500 steelhead 
entered the Clearwater but in 1958 33,000 were counted over the dam 
near the mouth and an additional 8,000 were estimated to have been 
caught by sportsmen below the dam. 

A very important point to remember in this regard is that these 
figures are based on maximum upstream counts at McNary Dam dur- 
ing the 1954 to 1957 period and consequently, do not include fish har- 

vested in the ocean and the Columbia River from its mouth to MeN ary 
Dam. 

Depending on the circumstances, the commercial fisheries now har- 
vest about 50 percent of certain runs. A significant change in fishing 
regulations can, of course, substantially alter the number of fish re- 
turning to the spawning areas. Consequently, when speaking of pro- 
duction the numbers harvested should be ‘added to the spawning 
escapements to reveal the actual production of the various areas. 

Upriver escapements have been substantially increased since 1956 
primar ily due to the prohibition of commercial fishing above Bonne- 
ville Dam. This pattern of increased escapement should continue. 

(Slide. ) 

All of these streams have additional fishery potential which is ca- 
pable of being developed, if free access to the systems is maintained. 
Manmade obstructions have already eliminated at least 50 percent of 
the historic Columbia Basin salmon and steelhead spawning grounds. 
It is absolutely imperative to the survival of the species involved that 
the remaining spawning grounds and rearing areas remain available 
for use. A fundamental precept of future water development in 
the Columbia system—if this development is to be truly compre- 
hensive—is the retention of the remaining natural environment in 
key tributaries for the reproduction of anadromous fish. If this is 
not done it simply will be the destruction of one resource for the 
consideration of another. 

If the runs are depleted as a result of denying access to spawning 
and rearing areas and preventing nature from doing the majority 
of the work free of charge, the chances of restoring them are indeed 
slim and at best only problematical. On the other hand, a closely 
integrated natural resource development program should permit near- 
maximum use of both water and fish and at little expense of one to 
the other. 

Some dams, if properly designed and located, can in some respects 
prove beneficial. As an example, water temperature has been re- 
duced for the betterment of fish life below Shasta on the Sacramento 
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River in California. Such developments must be carefully and exten- 
sively studied. 

Inadequate attention has been given to the fish passage problems 
occurring during dam construction. To cite a few examples, signif- 
icant losses of fish occurred during construction of Bonneville, Mc- 
Nary, Oxbow, Brownlee, Pelton, and Priest Rapids Dams. Per- 
haps the most spectacular example was the 1958 loss of thousands 
of adult salmon and steelhead at the Oxbow-Brownlee project on the 
middle Snake River, 

In addition to immediate motalities, thousands of the fish which 
were hauled above the dam died before spawning. 

The costly downstream migrant collection facilities at Brownlee 
has never worked satisfactorily. Only a small percentage of the 
expected numbers of downstream migrants have been successfully 
collected and passed here. 

As another example, the upstream migrants at times have refused 
to use the long fishladders provided for them at Pelton Dam on the 
Deschutes River and at North Fork Dam on the Clackamas River. 

This shows a picture which was taken of the fishtrap costing some 
$800,000 which, because of faulty construction, failed during the 
height of the migration of last year’s fall run of Chinooks, and be- 
cause of the repairs some 10,000 fish or so were trapped in the area 
below and around this and the losses were extensive. [Slide. | 

(Slide. ) 

At the time various salvage operations were attempted on an emer- 
gency basis. Fish were netted and thrown in these boxes and floated 
across and put in—these are fish that were caught and carried in saran 
mesh nets, and put into trucks where they were hauled above Brown- 
lee Dam. Whenever we start tampering with these public waters, 
the public resources of fisheries, we are apt to find trouble as we 
found last year. 

Very real and serious problems have occurred at all of these dams, 
which vary from 60 to 277 feet in height. The problems seem to 
compound with increasing dam height. Present plans by some power 
agencies include 600- to 700-foot-high dams athwart the main route 
of migration of major segments of the run, 

What then is the answer? Only fish, only hydropower, or both? 
We earnestly and sincerely believe that the latter choice is possible 
and in the best interest of the majority of the people. Such a course 
of action will require very carefully integrated and coordinated 
planning by all concerned. 

The need for power should be carefully and realistically evaluated, 
and the sites to provide the needed amount determined on an orderly 
schedule embracing an integrated program of all water use, includ- 
ing the magnificent natural resource of fish. 

The serious lack of long-range planning for studying the fish-dam 
problems in the past is now painfully apparent. We hope that it is 
still not too late. Significant progress is being made almost daily in 
solving fish passage problems. Many of the results are encouraging 
and portend a continuation of the fishery resources if they are not 
eliminated first, 

More time is needed to gather the biological and engineering knowl- 
edge to permit satisfactory coexistence of dams and anadromous 
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fish. Fund needed for so long are gradually being provided but must 
be greatly expanded. Never before in history has there been such 
widespre: ad cooperation among the various agencies to resolve fish- 
eries problems. Our chief lack is additional | money for study. It 
is urgently needed. 

Until funds are provided to the fishery research agencies for essen- 
tial research, and until passage problems are solved, the key salmon 
and steelhead producing areas must be protected to insure having 
fish if and when the answers come. 

Passage is only one phase of the manifold fishery management 
problem created by extensive basin developments. The impact of 
environmental changes resulting from impounding natural streams 
could be fatal. Most reservoirs inundate irreplaceable spawning 
areas, rendering them undesirable for salmon and steelhead. 

Lake conditions replace stream habitat, restricting the produc- 
tivity of anadromous species while enhancing conditions favorable 
for their competition. Natural predators and other undesirable 

vecies usually are more adaptable to the impounded waters. The 
delic: ate balance of downstream migrants is easily upset, and many 
are lost to residentualism in the long, deep reservoirs created by 
high dams. 

If we hope to restore a part of the great fish runs of the Columbia 

system, the prime spawning and nursery areas must be protected 
from serious environmental changes until we have been able to assess 
their effects on the anadromous species and provide means by which 
they can be overcome. 

This then—a rather long-winded dissertation on our fishery prob- 
lems brings us to the comments on the three specific bills. 

Senate bill 2586 recognized the need for creating a fish sanctuary 
on the Sahttaks River and permits the construction on the Salmon 
River of dams no higher than existing structures which the fish 
must. now pass to reach the spawning areas or which would not flood 
established spawning grounds. 

We have presented evidence of the great importance of the Salmon, 
Imnaha, Grande Ronde, and Clearwater Rivers to the sport and com- 
mercial fisheries and to the people of Oregon as a whole. In view 
of this we wholeheartedly support the idea of a fish sanctuary on 
the Salmon River but most strongly oppose the development of 
relatively low-head dams—dams of about 100 feet and less—on this 
system. 

This legislation would not only permit. low-head dams but would 
encourage their construction. Every additional obstacle a gravid 
salmon or steelhead must surmount reduces its chances to spawn 
successfully. 

It has been pointed out earlier that losses do occur at dams as low 
as Bonneville to both up and downstream migrants. The losses would 
be more serious to adult fish near their spawning grounds than several 
hundred miles downriver even though the dam were the same height. 

Their delicate balance of timing and condition was disrupted with 
catastrophic results at Oxbow and Brownlee last year. This should 
not be encouraged and particularly so when no such projects are 
presently even proposed by any agency or organization. Too many 
of the golden eggs are laid in the abundant spawning gravel of the 
Salmon River to permit jeopardizing their deposition and survival. 
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Senate bill 1420 as amended June 3, 1959, by Senator Neuberger 
gives the Secretary of Interior a stronger voice in the issuance of 
Federal Power Commission licenses for water projects. ‘Too many 
projects have been licensed for construction without adequate con- 
sideration for fish life resulting in the exclusion of fish facilities at 
the project, or in the installation of inadequate or unproven fish 
facilities. Some runs of fish have been totally and forever destroyed, 
others have been harmed in varying severity. 

Passage of migratory fish around a dam is only one part of a com- 
plex of situations created by a dam’s construction; inundation of 
spawning grounds, alteration of the ec ological habitat of aquatic life 
in the reservoir area and of the stream’s temperature regimen, crea- 
tion of living conditions more suitable to less desirable species of 
fish and aqui atic life, creation of a different stream runoff pattern 
below the project, and others, depending on the location and design 
of the structure, are a few examples. 

For these reasons, we strongly support the amended Senate bill 
1420. It represents a definite step towards more adequate considera- 
tion of our fisheries resources as affected by dam construction. 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 provides that no Federal Power 
Commission permit, license, lease or other authorization shall be 
issued under the provisions of the Federal Power Act for any dam, 
reservoir, powerhouse, or other works for storage or collection of 
water for power use between river mile 180 and 24 h is this 
critical Middle Snake ares 

We heartily support the intent of this resolution. It endorses the 
“Priority research program for fish and dams in the Columbia 
River Basin,” which we have all been working diligently toward. 

We cannot endorse sections 2 and 3 of the resolution at this time. 
The whole Middle Snake situation is now under review by the Oregon 
State Water Resources Board. Also there is grave doubt among fish- 
ery research agencies that fish passage problems can be finally resolved 
by June 30, 1964, although all are striving to find solutions as quickly 
as possible. 

I thank you for your patience, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, Mr. Day, and those portions of your 
statement which you did not re: 1d will be included in the record. 

Senator Neuberger, do you have any questions to put to Mr. Day? 

Sen: itor Nevgercer. First, Mr. C hairman, I have a question to put 
to you and Mr. Huse, if I might. I thought that Mr. Day, on behalf 
of Mr. Snyder and himself, made an excellent presentation and I was 
wondering, because this hearing record will be so important not only 
to your Commerce Committee, but to the Interior Committee on which 
I serve, if some of these maps that Mr. Day presented in slides could 
be included in the hearing record if he and his associates reduced them 
to black and white and eliminate the colors. 

Would that be possible, Mr. Huse ? 

Mr. Huse. Yes, sir, it would, if Mr. Day will send it to us. 

(The chart received was in color and could not be reproduced. It is 
on file with the committee. ) 

Senator Neusercer. It would seem to me, Mr. Chairman, that many 
of our associates on these two committees do not have yours or my 
familiarity with the fisheries problems merely because they come from 
other geographical portions of the country, and I thought these maps 
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and charts showing which proportion of the runs go up certain tribu- 
taries, and some of the physical problems were so valuable that if they 
could be put in black and white by Mr. Day and his staff, they might 
be very useful for the hearing record. 

Senator Barrierr. I am sure that can be done. The Government 
Printing Office people are capable of great things; and it is so ordained 
that. they appear in the appropriate place in the record. 

Mr. Huse made a comment which I should transmit to the audi- 
ence. This record will be held open until December 1 for supple- 
mentary statements by witnesses who are to appear or who have 
appeared, and for original statements for the record from others 
who may not testify today but who may care to make their views 
known. If there are any such they should come to Mr. Huse later 
on and get his address and send the statements to him in Washington. 

A few questions, Mr. Day. That is where all our time went in 
Alaska—the chairman asking questions, and then trying to curtail 
the time of the witnesses. 

Mr. Day, on the first page of our statement, the third paragraph, 
you said— 
that 29 million pounds of salmon was taken in the Columbia River Basin during 
the 15-year period of 19388 to 1952, and this was valued at about $17 million, 
You cited a belief that the present-day values are at least equal to 
that figure. 

If I were a proponent of dams at any cost, I might be inclined to 
say that the value of the salmon is insignificant compared to the value 
of hydroelectric energy that would be produced by these planned 
dams, and some which were named by you. 

Looking at the future of the Pacific Northwest, looking at the 
employment that this additional supply of hydroelectric energy would 
furnish to new people to promote the prosperity of the region, I 
might be inclined to say, that the salmon are of inconsequential 
value actually. That if a choice has to be made they will have to go 
in favor of more kilowatts. ‘ 

What do you say to that, sir? 

Mr. Day. Well I would say that that is a distinct possibility. I 
hope it never happens because I think to most of us people here in 
the Northwest the value of the salmon cannot be written on the dollar 
mark. 

I think that the incidental values of going out and catching salmon 
or of coming to the Northwest and of having salmon served fresh in 
a restaurant is as much a part of Northwest as anything else we have. 

I don’t think that you can definitely evaluate by the dollar mark 
the total value of your salmon resource any more than you can a public 
park, or the Washington Monument, or many other things that are a 
part of the local situation in any area in which you live. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Day, do you have any statistics at all of how 
much State government, and the Federal Government paid out on 
their own account in fishery management to make it possible to produce 
$17 million worth of salmon during this period ? 

Mr. Day. Well that $17 million per year, I am very certain that 
they did not put out anywhere close to $17 million per year. There 
have been invested large sums for fish passage at various dams. 
There have been invested largs sums for the rehabilitation of the fish 
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Senate bill 1420 as amended June 3, 1959, by Senator Neuberger 
gives the Secretary of Interior a stronger voice in the issuance of 
Federal Power Commission licenses for water projects. Too many 
projects have been licensed for construction without adequate con- 
sideration for fish life resulting in the exclusion of fish facilities at 
the project, or in the installation of madequate or unproven fish 
facilities. Some runs of fish have been totally and forever destroyed, 
others have been harmed in varying severity. 

Passage of migratory fish around a dam is only one part of a com- 
plex of “situations created by a dam’s construction; inundation of 
spawning grounds, alteration of the ecological habitat of aquatic life 
in the reservoir area and of the stream’s temperature regimen, crea- 
tion of living conditions more suitable to less desirable species of 
fish and aquatic life, creation of a different stream runoff pattern 
below the project, and others, depending on the location and design 
of the structure, are a few examples. 

For these reasons, we strongly support the amended Senate bill 
1420. It represents a definite step towards more adequate considera- 
tion of our fisheries resources as affected by dam construction. 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 provides that no Federal Power 
Commission permit, license, lease or other authorization shall be 
issued under the provisions of the Federal Power Act for any dam, 
reservoir, powerhouse, or other works for storage or collection of 
water for power use between river mile 180 and 245—which is this 
critical Middle Snake area. 

We heartily support the intent of this resolution. It endorses the 
“Priority research program for fish and dams in the Columbia 
River Basin,” which we have all been working diligently toward. 

We cannot endorse sections 2 and 3 of the resolution at this time. 
The whole Middle Snake situation is now under review by the Oregon 
State Water Resources Board. Also there is grave doubt among fish- 
ery research agencies that fish passage problems can be finally resolved 
by June 30, 1964, although all are striv ing to find solutions as quickly 
as possible. 

I thank you for your patience, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, Mr. Day, and those portions of your 
statement which you did not read will be included in the record. 

Senator Neuberger, do you have any questions to put to Mr. Day? 

Senator NEUBERGER. First, Mr. Chairman, I have a question to put 
to you and Mr. Huse, if I might. I thought that Mr. Day, on behalf 
of Mr. Snyder and himself, made an excellent presentation and I was 
wondering, because this hearing record will be so important. not only 
to your Commerce Committee, but to the Interior Committee on which 
I serve, if some of these maps that Mr. Day presented in slides could 
be included in the hearing record if he and his associates reduced them 
to black and white and eliminate the colors. 

Would that be possible, Mr. Huse ? 

Mr. Husz. Yes, sir, it would, if Mr. Day will send it to us. 

(The chart received was in color and could not be reproduced, It is 
on file with the committee. ) 

Senator Neupercer. It would seem to me, Mr. Chairman, that many 
of our associates on these two committees do not have yours or my 
familiarity with the fisheries problems merely because they come from 
other geographical portions of the country, and I thought these maps 
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and charts showing which proportion of the runs go up certain tribu- 
taries, and some of the physical problems were so valuable that if they 
could be put in black and white by Mr. Day and his staff, they might 
be very useful for the hearing record. 

Senator Barrierr. I am sure that can be done. The Government 
Printing Oflice people are capable of great things; and it is so ordained 
that. they appear in the appropriate place in the record. 

Mr. Huse made a comment which I should transmit to the audi- 
ence. This record will be held open until December 1 for supple- 
mentary statements by witnesses who are to appear or who have 
appeared, and for original statements for the record from others 
who may not testify today but who may care to make their views 
known. If there are any such they should come to Mr. Huse later 
on and get his address and send the statements to him in Washington. 

A few questions, Mr. Day. That is where all our time went in 
Alaska—the chairman asking questions, and then trying to curtail 
the time of the witnesses. 

Mr. Day, on the first page of our statement, the third paragraph, 
you said— 
that 29 million pounds of salmon was taken in the Columbia River Basin during 
the 15-year period of 1938 to 1952, and this was valued at about $17 million. 
You cited a belief that the present-day values are at least equal to 
that figure. ee 

If I were a proponent of dams at any cost, I might be inclined to 
say that the value of the salmon is insignificant compared to the value 
of hydroelectric energy that would be produced by these planned 
dams, and some which were named by you. 

Looking at the future of the Pacific Northwest, looking at the 
employment that this additional supply of hydroelectric energy would 
furnish to new people to promote the prosperity of the region, I 
might be inclined to say, that the salmon are of inconsequential 
value actually. That if a choice has to be made they will have to go 
in favor of more kilowatts. 

What do you say to that, sir? 

Mr. Day. Well I would say that that is a distinct possibility. I 
hope it never happens because I think to most of us people here in 
the Northwest the value of the salmon cannot be written on the dollar 
mark, 

I think that the incidental values of going out and catching salmon 
or of coming to the Northwest and of having salmon served fresh in 
a restaurant is as much a part of Northwest as anything else we have. 

I don’t think that you can definitely evaluate by the dollar mark 
the total value of your salmon resource any more than you can a public 
park, or the Washington Monument, or many other things that are a 
part of the local situation in any area in which you live. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Day, do you have any statistics at all of how 
much State government, and the Federal Government paid out on 
their own account in fishery management to make it possible to produce 
$17 million worth of salmon during this period ? 

Mr. Day. Well that $17 million per year, I am very certain that 
they did not put out anywhere close to $17 million per year. There 
have been invested large sums for fish passage at various dams. 
There have been invested largs sums for the rehabilitation of the fish 
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hatcheries and fishery facilities on the Columbia. When it comes 
right down to an actual dollar mark on these things, you have a point. 

‘Senator Bartierr. You say that wouldn’t be the all important con- 
sideration ? 

Mr. Day. No; I don’t think it is. 

Senator Barrzerr. I had test imony some years ago, Mr. Day, while 
serving on the Agriculture Committee of the House of Representatives 
that tends to support } your position. It was proposed to build a pulp 
mill at Ketchikan. The Indians had certain land claims to all the 
timber in Tongass National Forest and a resolution had to be adopted 
before the Forest. Service could enter into a contract with the pulp 
company. And the Indians opposed this resolution and four of them 
came down to Washington to express their opposition. 

One committee member said to an Indian witness “Wouldn’t it be 
ever so much better for your people if they have year-round employ- 
ment in the mill or in the woods so they can have better housing, better 
food, better education for their children, because you yourself have 
told us that fishing upon which your people have depended for so 
long provides very inadequate livelihood? Don’t you think this 
would be better? 

The witness thought that over for a few seconds and he gave an 
answer which I think truly applies to the Indians of southeastern 
Alaska, and a lot of other people, too. He said, “I think my people 
would rather fish.” 

Mr. Day, do you have any idea how far it is from the mouth of the 
Columbia to the farthest most spawning stream / 

Mr. Day. It is something like 1,200 miles from the mouth of the 
Columbia River to the upper reaches of the Columbia and about the 
same to the upper reaches of the Snake River. 

Incidentally you mentioned fisheries in Alaska. About 2 years ago 
a salmon which was tagged off Adak Island out on the Aleutian C hain 
was recovered in the upper Snake River in Idaho. 

Senator Bartrierr. He originated in Idaho? 

Mr. Day. He probably did, but he was tagged as a juvenile out in 
the open ocean at Adak Island and came back in to Idaho where he 
was recovered. 

Senator Bartierr. Hesurely madea long trip. 

Mr. Day. Yes, he did. 

Senator Barrierr. You said on page 4 of your statement, Mr. Day, 
that ocean troll fishery has been restricted’ by interstate and inter- 
national action along the Pacific coast from Alaska to California. 
Would you explain that a bit more in detail ? 

Mr. Day. About 3 years ago Alaska, Washington, Oregon, Cali- 
fornia, and British Columbia, banned all net. fishing on the high ses iS, 
because it was felt that it was a poor conservation move to permit 
continuation of net fishing on the high seas. That has now been 
eliminated along the entire Pacific coast. In fact, nobody fishes with 
nets on the high seas now except the Japanese. 

Senator Barrierr. They have not ceased such fishing. 

Mr. Day. They have not ceased, and we argued with them all last 
week in Seattle, but to no avail. 

Senator Barrierr. On page 5 you said these projects—referring to 
certain dam _projects—were licensed over the objections of fishery 
agencies. Which agencies do you have in mind, Mr. Day? 
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Mr. Day. All of the fishery agencies of the Northwest objected to 
the construction of the dams in the upper Snake River. 

Senator Barrierr. What action, if any, did the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service take in this matter ¢ 

Mr. Day. The Fish and Wildlife Service acts in this area as a 
coordinating body. All of the State agencies work with it. We work 
asateam. It was the general opinion at the time the Idaho projects 
were approved that fish passage problems had not been solved and 
therefore objection was raised by the fishery agencies the licensing of 
these projects. 

Senator Barrierr. Now you mentioned the possibility of a dam 
being constructed that would be 725 feet high. Is that any worse 
from a fishery migratory standpoint than a 500-foot dam ? 

Mr. Day. Probably not. Most of our experience only goes up to 
around 277 feet. which is at Brownlee, and that hasn’t been good. 

So far on the main stem of the Columbia with dams under a 100 
feet, we know that there are losses which occurred but at the same 
time fish have been passing over the lower dams. 

We don’t know many of these—the answers to these questions. 
That is what is so critical. That is what we are trying to get funds 
to find out about some of these things. 

Senator Barrierr. What is the matter, Mr. Day, with the costly 
downstream migrant collection facility at Brownlee ? 

Mr. Day. We don’t know for sure, it’s 2,800 feet long stretching 
back of the dam from the Idaho to the Oregon shore. It is 120 feet 
deep. It is supposed to stop the migrating downstream fishes and to 
be collected in three separate collecting systems and then pumped 
up on the hill and put into tank trucks and hauled 14 miles down 
below Oxbow and Brownlee and liberated. 

We don’t know. This year the water temperature was very high 
and the pool back of Brownlee the fish presumably held in this pool, 
they presumably sounded down some 100 feet where there was 60° 
water. The surface temperature was up to better than 75°. The 
fish presumably sounded and stayed there. Eventually there was a 
large spill of water through the dam and many, many fish came out 
injured and dead. 

Now, we don’t know exactly what is happening in these reservoirs. 
They are unusual, they are something that has never been experienced 
before, but so far our experience at Brownlee on downstream mi- 
grants has been disappointing. 

Senator Barrierr. Do you believe the Federal Government. is 
spending enough on research in this area ? 

Mr. Day. I do not. 

Senator Barrierr. Excuse me, proceed. 

Mr. Day. I think that the Federal Government ought to be spend- 
ing a whale of a lot more money than it is spending now. I think 
probably the power companies should be spending more money than 
they are spending now, to try and give us an opportunity to find 
out about some of these things. That is our chief complaint. Here 
we have available the Brownlee facility which the power people tell 
us costs $7 million. On the North Fork of the Klackamas River in 
Oregon is another facility which costs perhaps $5 million, at Pelton 
Dam on the Deschutes is another one which maybe costs $5 million. 
There are $15 or $20 million of facilities that have been built into 
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these dams, that are the finest research tools in the way of outdoor 
laboratories that was ever given to a scientist. 

Yet, we sit back, the research agencies that are supposed to pass 
on these things and to approve them and to tell people how to con- 
struct fishways over other dams, without being able to man these 
facilities adequately to find answers. And they are right here before 
us, the finest research tools in the world. And they are standing 
virtually unmanned. 

Senator Barrierr. I don’t suppose, Mr. Day, you would have any 
way of knowing if the Interior Departinent this fall asks the Bu- 
reau of the Budget for a sum which you would consider more 
realistic / 

Mr. Day. I don’t, but I suspect they haven't. 

Senator Bartiterr. Mr. Morse made the point that he thought Sen- 
ate Concurrent Resolution 35 should undergo a technical transforma- 
tion and become a bill. Do you have an opinion on that ? 

Mr. Day. I would leave that to the judgment of the experts in the 
Congress. I do not know. All I know is that we need money and we 
need help and we need it quick. 

Senator Bartietrr. Thank you, Mr. Day. 

Any further questions ¢ 

Senator Neupercer. I would like to ask several if I could, Senator 
Bartlett. 

Mr. Day, Senator Bartlett asked you a series of questions about the 
value of Columbia River fisheries. Your statement mentioned the fig- 
ure of $17 million. I would like to ask for more information on this 
figure. 

We know that in British Columbia which is contiguous to Senator 
Bartlett’s Alaska, they spent a good deal of money restoring the pas- 
sage up the Fraser River after the landslides which occurred when 
the railroads were built down that canyon. This money which was 
contributed jointly by Canada and the United States reopened those 
passage w: ays up through the Fraser River Canyon. 

It is my understanding that as a result of these expenditures, the 
value and extent of the Fraser River catch has soared enormously, 
and that the expenditures have been canine many, many times in 
the form of increased fisheries revenues. 

Do you think it is possible that if sufficient funds were invested in 
developing the lower Columbia River sanctuary tributaries, in devel- 
oping fish farming methods, in extensive research, that this $17 mil- 
lion figure on the Columbia River might be expanded greatly as it has 
been by expenditures in the Fraser River watershed ¢ 

Mr. Day. Your question leads into a very complicated situation. 
The Fraser River 

Senator Neupercer. I didn’t intend to do that but just to develop 
this information if we could. 

Mr. Day. Biologically they are two entirely different situations. I 
served on the Sockeye Salmon Commission for many years. The 
development which you mentioned was a joint development by spend- 
ing $2 million for fishw ays in the Fraser River in order to get the fish 

ast this block. But you are dealing there with an entirely different 
sh than we have in the Columbia River. Your sockeye salmon have 
a very limited spawning area. 
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Biologically they are much easier to administer and manage than 
on the Columbia where we have many strains. 

I think that if we diligently pursue the maintenance of our exist- 
ing spawning areas and use fish farming, pond rearing, various other 
means that are now coming into use, that we can m: Lintain an increase 
onruns. But in the Fraser there are no dams whatever. They have 
kept them out of the Fraser system. 

Senator Neupercer. One other question. 

One of the charts which you presented on the film screen showed sal- 

mon runs emanating in the vicinity of coastal communities like New- 
ort and Coos Bay. ‘These are coastal streams which I mentioned 
Soistis earlier. 

What is the position of the Oregon State Fish Commission and the 
Oregon State Game Commission with respect to these proposed dams 
on some of those short coastal streams which flow from the divide of 
the coastal range into the ocean at various parts of Oregon ? 

Mr. Day. Now, we would hate to see—I think I am speaking for 
both commissions—that we would hate to see any dams in these coastal 
streams which would inundate or eliminate spawning beds. How- 
ever, it is entirely possible that dams on these coastal streams in the 
higher reaches would be beneficial because the holding back of water, 
of perhaps having a cooling effect, we are learning in recent years 
much about losses, which occur during high-water temperatures, per- 
haps dams at some of the higher reaches would stabilize the flow and 
perhaps cool water might be beneficial. 

Senator Neupercer. Have the fish and game commissions taken a 
position on these specific dams presently proposed on the coastal 
streams ¢ 

Mr. Day. None to my knowledge have actually reached the point 
of study. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Barrierr. Which incites me to one further question, Mr. 
Day. 

Do you know if there have been any significant changes in the ocean 
temperatures off the coast of Oregon duri ing the last few years? 

Mr. Day. Yes. There seemed to have been. In fact we have had 
a very excellent tuna catch off the coast of Oregon in the past 2 years. 
Tuna respond to ocean temperatures just like the downstream 
migrants in the Brownlee Reservoir respond to ocean water tempera- 
tures. We have had tuna catches far north of what has been happen- 
ing in recent years. I think there is no question but what we have 
various shades of oceanic temperatures and intermingling of waters 
which affect fish life. 

Senator Barriterr. The temperatures have gone up ? 

Mr. Day. That’s right. Close to shore. 

Senator Barrier. Close to shore. And do you believe this to be 
something of a temporary n: — 

Mr. Day. I don’t know. I don’t think ; anybody else does. As far 
as our tunafish are concerned we hope that it’s permanent. 

(Please see p. 503 for an “Abstract of an Investigation of Adult 
Chinook Salmon Mortality in the Vicinity of Bonnev ‘ille Dam.” ) 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, Mr. Day. 

Mr. Schneider, please. 
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Mr. Scuneiwer. Mr. Chairman, Senator Neuberger, my name is 
P. W. Schneider, director for the Oregon State Game Commission, 
Post Office Box 4136, Portland, Oreg. 

Mr. Day has very ably presented in behalf of both commissions the 
joint statement which we have collaborated. In view of your long 
list of witnesses, unless you have questions we would let our st: atement 
go as presented by Mr. Day. 

Senator Barrierr. Thi unk you, Mr. Schneider. 

Senator Neuberger ? 

Senator Neusrercer. No, Mr. Chairman, other than to say that as 
a Senator from Oregon I am very pleased with the position taken by 
our fish commission and game commission on the specific legislation 
which the committees are considering. Although I am a cosponsor 
of Senate Resolution No. 35, I agree with the suggestion made that 
the 5-year limitation provision be eliminated. I want to state my 
concurrence in their recommendations. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you, Mr. Schneider. 

Our next witness is Mr. Johnson, chairman of the Oregon Fish 
Commission. 

Weare pleased to have you before us, Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. Jounson. I am Harold T. Johnson, and my address is 205 
Astor Building, Astoria, Oreg. 

I am chairman of the Oregon Fish Commission, but. now IT am 
speaking as a layman or individual and not as a member of the Oregon 
Fish Commission. In fact, | am speaking independently. 

I have had 17 vears experience in the operation, design, and con- 
struction of hydroelectric power projects on the Columbia River and 
in the Clearwater River and the Wallowa Mountains of eastern Ore- 
gon, working for both the U.S. Government and for the private power 
companies. 

I do not have a formal prepared statement. because the information 
that came into my hands just came in too late, so 1 would like to give 
my own position independently. 

Senator Barrierr. That will be fine, Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. Jounson. At the present time, we are trying to be maneuvered 
into a position of endorsing one high dam over another ; and LI am not 
going to get involved in public versus private power projects. I think 

each one should stand upon its own merits. 

The High Mountain Sheep Dam that is projected on the Snake 
River is higher than Grand Coulee, the installation of which cut off 
over a thousand miles of spawning water in the Columbia River. 

The Grand Coulee’s run was replaced in some respects by additional 
spawning area that was open to the spawning salmon and steelhead. 
But the construction of the high dams on the Snake River will cut off 
additional spawning area w hich is needed to let nature do a job which 
they can do better than man. 

Now, I would like to enter as my exhibit A a projected—as a spe- 
cific Pacific Northwest long-range outlook for energy load and aver- 
age energy resources, which was prepared by the Pacific Northwest 
Power Co, in conjunction with their call for the construction of 
Mountain Sheep Dam. I would like to enter that. That will prob 
ably be available from other sources. 
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Senator Barrierr. That will be accepted, either for the file or for 
the hearing, depending upon the technical abilities of the Printing 
Office back in Washington. 

Would you please, Mr. Johnson, for the benefit of the record, just 
give a brief narration of what that chart shows. 

Mr, Jounson. This chart shows the probable growth of the energy 
requirements of the Pacific Northwest, including the Montana, Idaho, 
and some of the Utah areas. It indicates that with the projected hy- 
droelectric powerplants that go in here now, at the present time, about 
1963 the energy requirements of the Pacific Northwest will be above 
those of the planned authorized structures. 

This chart claims or tries to show that to meet the energy require- 
ments by 1972 or 1973 we will have to go into thermonuclear or steam- 
plant. projects of various sorts. Then, about 1976 it will be necessary 
to go into nuclear power to take up the slack when the last available 
damsite has been dev eloped. 

Senator Barr.terr. Who prepared the chart ¢ 

Mr. Jonnson. The Pacific Northwest Power Corp. I believe they 
prepared the chart, but. it is from Federal Power Commission data. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you. 

(The chart referred to follows :) 


ExHipit A 
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Mr. Jounson. Exhibit B that I have here is one that will be pre- 
sented later in the statement of the Washington Department of Fish- 
eries; it is a reprint from the Seattle Sunday Times magazine section 
of March 15, 1959, which indicates that 700,000 kilow: atts could be ver 7 

easily produced at the Hanford atomic works or project by a very 
smal] appropriation. ‘That in itself would take up the slack for sev- 
eral years in the projected energy requirements of the Northwest. 

Senator Bartierr. That will be acc epted. 

(The reprint from the Seattle Sunday Times follows:) 


EXHIBIT B 
Atomic Rivat To Masor Power DAMS 
[Reprint from Seattle Sunday Times magazine, Oct. 25, 1959] 
(By R. F. Nowakowski) 


Scientists at the Hanford atomic works have designed a new reactor which 
well may pioneer the path for future atomic-power stations producing large 
quantities of electricity. 

A new atomic pile will be built primarily to produce more plutonium for na- 
tional defense. But the pile will have built-in features which will permit its 
conversion to an electricity-producing facility as well. 

Last year Congress authorized a $145 million appropriation for construction 
of the reactor after the Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed that there was a need for 
more plutonium. 

There was no fund authorization to add electrical generators, but the reactor 
is designed so that conversion at some later date will be a relatively simple 
process, at a cost of $100 million. 

The dual-purpose reactor proposal was one of the most controversial subjects 
of both the 1957 and 1958 sessions of Congress because it was linked with the 
issue of public and private power utilities. 

A compromise was reached in the decision to provide funds for construction 
of the reactor itself, but to permit the design of the built-in features to make 
it possible later to convert the reactor. 

Representatives of both public and private utilities now have formed a com- 
mittee to study possible means of financing and operating the converted reactor 
on a partnership basis. 
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Development of nuclear-power stations is still in its infancy, although there 
are some already in operation, both in the United States and Europe. 

Yet it is only the use of atomic fission as a source of heat which makes the 
atomic plant different from the steamplant fired by coal or oil. From the point 
where the heat is delivered, the process of producing electricity is the same. 

There are eight giant plutonium-producing reactors in operation at Hanford, 
but none produces electricity. Three were built during the Second World War 
for plutonium to make atomic weapons. Five were built later, with only slight 
modifications, for the same purpose. 

As early as 1953 the General Electric Co. urged the construction of a dual- 
purpose reactor, for its technological value as well as for plutonium. 

When the new reactor was considered, General Electric urged that it be 
designed to permit conversion. Final authorization sent company engineers to 
the drafting boards to work out the plans. The Atomic Energy Commission 
considered plans from other atomic installations, but chose Hanford as the site 
because the reactor had been designed there. 

Though its internal workings will differ from that of other reactors now at 
Hanford, the new one will retain the characteristics of what is known now as 
the Hanford-type reactor. 

Basically, it is a huge block of pure, machined graphite, pierced horizontally 
by hundreds of tubes, in which uranium fuel rods are inserted, and through 
which the cooling water flows. 

Uranium 235 is the spark which sets off and maintains the chain reaction. 
Its atoms fission; that is, they split with a violent burst of energy, which sends 
neutrons flying at tremendous speed to strike other atoms, causing them also to 
split and discharge neutrons. 

The graphite is the moderator, serving to slow down the neutrons. In the 
whole process, tremendous heat is produced. However, the design of the old 
reactors provided for carrying away this heat by large quantities of water from 
the cold Columbia River. 

The reactors never become hot enough to produce steam. 

The new reactor will be sealed and will operate under pressure. This will 
enable the development of high temperature, just as a pressure cooker builds 
high heat for cooking. 

Because the reactor is a defense project, much of the information carries a 
security classification. There is no publicity on operating temperatures, nor on 
plutonium-production capability. 

However, it is known that the new reactor will be much more efficient in 
operation than any now at Hanford. It has been suggested that it will be the 
equal of all the others combined, but this never has been confirmed. 
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BONNEVILLE DAM, one of the Pacific Northwest's major power facilities, 
‘produces 518,400 kilowatts of electricity. Conversion of the new Hanford re- 
actor to power production would result in an output of 700,000 kilowatts. 


The fact that it will be pressurized to operate at high temperatures also 
indicates that new fuel elements have been developed. In the old reactors, 
metallic-uranium fuel slugs are used. It is believed that fuel elements in 
the new reactor will be ceramic and better able to stand high temperatures. 

The artist’s sketch of the new reactor gives some idea of the size of the instal- 
lation. The reactor itself is as high as a five-story building, and the heat- 
exchanger and turbine-generator buildings will be at least as large. 

A 4-year schedule is laid out for the work on the reactor, with the peak period 
expected sometime next summer or fall. 

With conversion, the power potential of the reactor would be about 700,000 
kilowatts, which would rank it as a major power facility and equal to many 
hydroelectric projects. 

It compares with Bonneville Dam, which cost $86,519,000 and produces 518,400 
kilowatts. Other dams, for comparison, are Rocky Reach, now under con- 
struction, which will produce 775,000 kilowatts at a cost of $250 million. The 
Dalles, which produces 1,092,000 kilowatts and cost $303 million and McNary 
Dam, producing 980,000 kilowatts and costing $286 miilion. 

During the first 20 years, Bonneville Power Administration sold power at an 
average cost of 2.37 mills. Estimates indicate that power from the dual-pur- 
pose reactor would cost about 3.58 mills, assuming the total plant investment to 
be about $245 million. 

Power-short areas of the United States would welcome electricity at this price. 

However, there are hidden factors which would make this project appear in a 
different economic light, if if were built in some other area. 

For one thing, power will be interruptible, or subject to withdrawal from the 
power grid. In the Pacific Northwest, it is possible to absorb this much inter- 
ruptible power, but in other parts of the country it could not be done. 
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Another point to consider is that the atomic fuel elements must be reprocessed 
to separate the plutonium, which is produced by fission. At Hansford, there 
are these costly facilities, but the cost of shipping fuels for reprocessing would 
have to be considered in another area. 

Studies indicate that the project is economically feasible, but some of the 
questions can be answered only by actual operation. 

Mr. Jounson. We know the value of power to expanding industry 
both in Alaska as well as any of the other States of the Union. 

I have here exhibit C, which is a copy of the “Oregon Voter” dated 
October 10, 1959, published im Portland, Oreg. I especially 
direct the — of the committee to page 6 of that report. bee 
is from the U.S. census studies in 1954, and it shows that in that yea 
employment in cannes ing was at 15,647,430 which was 25.6 en 
cent of all gainful employment in the Nation. 

The average cost of electric power for all manufacturing was 0.8 percent of 
the total cost of the product or the shipment value of it. 

That is from the U.S. Bureau of Census figures. 

Senator Barrierr. That will be accepted for the file. (The “Ore- 
gon Voter” is on file with the committee. ) 

Mr. Jounson. The point that I have been making at this time is 
that we can have fish and we can have power, but give us a chance to 
meet our duties. If we can lick the problems of high dams by re- 
search, and delay the progress of the building of the high dams until 
we lick this problem, with a crash program of researc ch we can re- 
store the Columbia River so that the fish will still swim from the 
mouth of the Columbia to the Columbia Lake far into the reaches of 
British Columbia and restore ‘that ground so that this program 
should help the resource. 

Now remember this, that Alaska is depending also on the Columbia 
River salmon for part of their economic development. The $17 mil- 
lion figure that was given was a wholesale value of the product in 
Oregon, not that of the Washington canneries, and it does not repre- 
sent the income to the commercial, or the sportsmen, or the resort 
owners up and down the Washington, Oregon, California, British Co- 
lumbia, and Alaska coast. 

I would hate to see by the delay of a program of research that I 
would have to say the benediction over the last fish that swims the 
last. mile of these rivers. 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Senator Bartietr. Just a moment, Mr. Johnson. First I want to 
thank you for your statement. 

Mr. Jounson. I concur on these bills. 

It is the position of the fish commission of Oregon, but personally 
I believe that some way of delaying the construct ion—not. necessarily 
a moratorium—but a delay of construction of the high dams should be 
considered. 

Senator Bartuetr. I have a question to ask you, but first I will ask 
Senator Neuberger if he cares to put a question or two to you. 

Senator Nevsercer. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I think Mr. Johnson’s posi- 
tion is very important because he is chairman of the Oregon State 
Fish Commission. 

Now, when you say “high dams,” that’s a nebulous term unless it is 

reduced to some specific. I take it that you do not oppose dams such 
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as John Day, or the dams between the mouth of the Snake River and 
Lewiston, Idaho, is that correct or incorrect? I do think there ought 
to be some more specific nature of your position on opposing high 
dams. What do you mean when you say “high dams” ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. I mean higher than’ those that are existing in the 
areas which we have learned to live with. 

Senator NeuperGcer. Higher 

Mr. Jounson. Higher than existing authorized structures on the 
Columbia River. 

Senator Neusercer. When you say “learn to live with,” would you 

say that Ice Harbor Dam we have learned to live with, and therefore 
any dam that is no higher than Ice Harbor is acceptable to you. I 
thought if there were some stipulations as to just what you mean it 
would be useful to the members of the committee who’ are reading 
the hearing record. 

Mr. Jounson. The Ice Harbor Dam and the other dams will do 
damage to the fish. Any dam in excess of 100 feet in height should 
be examined very thoroughly. The experience developed in the Pel- 
ton project : and the North Fork project of the Portland General Elec- 
tric Co. should be evaluated. Give us a few years breathing spell so 
we can examine them, and assay the value, and with the lessons there 
avoid the needless expenditures of capital funds. 

Senator Neupercer. In other words you are opposed to any dams 
that are higher than approximately 100 feet ? 

Mr. Jounson. At the present time, yes. 

Senator Neupercer. At the present ‘time ? 

Mr. JoHnson. Yes. 

Senator Neusercer. Would your position, Mr. Johnson, apply only 
to the main stem of the Columbia and Snake Rivers or to all rivers in 
the Columbia Basin 4 

Mr. Jounson. No, all rivers. and I would like to keep the Salmon 
River as sacred as the Metolius River in Oregon. 

Senator Neupercer. Let me ask you one thing now that you brought 
in regarding the Metolius River, isn’t there a rather high dam between 
the mouth of the Metolius and the Columbia River now ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. There is a high dam. It is possible that with the 
intense research activities going on there that are authorized and 
planned they will be able to  substanti: illy lick the problem of passing 
fish up and down the stream. We would like to take at least one cycle 
of fish 4 years to look at it before or even longer before we give final 
approval. 

Incidentally I am speaking now as an individual, not as chairman 
of the Oregon Fish Commission. The other two members have only 
been members for 4 or 5 months. 

Senator Neusercer. I feel that your position should be anchored 
down so that the members can understand it in terms of specifies. 

When you say you want the Salmon River kept as sacred as the 
Metolius, ac tually there is a high dam below the mouth of the Meto- 
lius. Therefore, should the hearing record indicate that you have 
no objection to a similar a im of similar height between the mouth of 
the Salmon and the Ocean ? 

Mr. Jounson. Let me take the Metolius out of the picture and 
make it the McKenzie which is more sacred to the Oregon sportsmen 
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and fishermen than anyone else. There is a series of low dams that I 
would like, and when it comes to the side streams I would like to see 
nothing but the low fish passage facilities, under 100 feet or less. 

Senator Neupercer. I take it that all the Willamette projects below 
the McKenzie are a hundred feet or less; is that correct 

Mr. Jonnson. There are a few side streams now which will have— 
that will—that are needed for flood control. 

Senator Neupercer. But they don’t—by those you mean the San- 
tiam, for example, but, of course, they are not between the McKenzie 
and the sea. On the main stem of the Santiam I suppose they are not 
higher than 100 feet ? 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes, there is the middle fork of the Willamette. The 
Lookout. Point Dam is, I believe, higher than 100 feet, but there have 
been other means of trapping the fish, but we had good spawning 
water to take care of them elsewhere. 

Senator Nevupercer. Isn’t Lookout Point above the McKenzie? 

Mr. Jounson. That is correct. It is on the middle fork of the 
Willamette above the McKenzie. 

Senator Neunercer. The only reason I ask these questions, Mr. 
Johnson, is that when other Senators who have not been here start to 
read the hearing record, if the terms are rather nebulous they won’t 
know what you mean by high dams and se on. I am just trying to 
anchor it down to a certain size so they will have a basis of com- 
parison. 

Mr. Jonnson. Arbitrarily 100 feet seems to be practical for fish 
passage facilities up and down streams. 

Senator Nevsercer. And your position and attitude on these proj- 
ects apply, I take it, to no matter who would build them whether it 
be the Federal Government, a private utility, or local government; is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Jonnson. That is correct. 

I want to see our country expand but not at the expense of our 
future generations. 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Johnson, I assume there are many tribu- 
taries which once were abundant suppliers of salmon and are now 
substantially devoid of fish life. 

Do you believe that if this problem of passing salmon upstream and 
of bringing them down were solved 100 percent, that the runs could 
be restored to those tributaries ? 

Mr. Jounson. Never to the extent that they were in the days when 
Lewis & Clark hit the country, but I would say to the extent that they 
were, say, in 1912 or 1914. This could be done with reasonable ex- 
penditures and conservation to all the watersheds. 

Senator Barrierr. That is because there are other factors affecting 
the numbers of fish as well as dams; is that right ? 

Mr. Jonnson. That is correct. 

I would like to make this point, too, that if you don’t lick the prob- 
lems of the high dam here you will have the same problem on the 
Yukon some of these days. 

Senator Bartierr. I have thought of that. 

Mr. Johnson, how long have you served on the commission ? 

Mr. Jounson. Since October 17, 1957. 
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Senator Bartierr. Do you just meet occasionally, you and the other 
members of the commission ¢ 

Mr. Jounson. We meet once a month. I get paid $10 a day less 
deductions when I meet, and so last month I earned $40 less $10. 

Senator Barrierr. You will never get wealthy from this source of 
income ? 

Mr. Jonnson. That is true. 

Senator Barriterr. How are you appointed ? 

Mr. Jounson. By the Governor for a term of 4 years. There are 
three commissioners that make the policy of the Fish Commission of 
Oregon. 

Senator Barrierr. And does the commission choose its own chair- 
man or is he designated by the Governor ? 

Mr. Jonunson. The chairman is elected by members of the commis- 
sion and is supposed to be elected annually. 

Senator Barrterr. And you make and promulgate the regulations? 

Mr. Jounson. Correct. After hearings of all the interested 
parties—public hearings. 

Senator Barrierr. And these regulations are subject to review only 
by the courts? 

Mr. Jonunson. By appeal to the courts; yes. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you very much, Mr. Johnson. 

Mr. Jounson. Thank you. 

Senator Barrierr. Representative Holmstrom, in his capacity as 
chairman of the house fish and game committee is our next witness. 

Mr. Hotmstrrom. Senator Bartlett and Senator Neuberger, my 
name is William H. Holmstrom. I reside at Gearhart, Oreg., and I 
am a lifelong resident of Clatsop County. 

I appear today, not representing any particular group or organiza- 
tion. I am appearing today as an individual and a citizen interested 
in the fisheries problem. I am a member of the House of Representa- 
tives of the State of Oregon, and have served two sessions as chairman 
of the house committee on fish and game. 

I appear before you today to urge Federal legislation which would 
set aside in perpetuity the critical salmon and steelhead spawning 
beds of the middle Snake River as fish sanctuaries. I would include 
the Salmon, the Grande Ronde, the Clearwater, and the Imnaha 
Rivers, all tributary to the Snake. This action must be done now. 
Otherwise they are very apt to be lost forever. Lf they are lost, it may 
well spell doom to one of the greatest natural resources that the North- 
west has ever had. 

We are rapidly reaching a serious crisis in fishery management on 
the Columbia River and its tributaries. We have watched an endless 
chain of dams built across streams throughout the basin to provide 
more and more hydroelectric power and water storage. 

For 30 years we have been listening to dire predictions about how 
the great Northwest is running out of power, of how on such and such 
a date 15 years from now we will be suffering from a lack of elec- 
tricity, from brownouts and a starved power industry. 

So far, when those dates have arrived, there has been a surplus of 
power even as there is now. The Canadians are now talking about 
the generation of power across the international boundary to our 
north and then shipping the surplus into California. Although we 
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hear predictions by our own power officials that more and more dams 
must be built immediately, at the same time they are seeking outlets 
for surplus which they already have on hand. 

As we watch the race of the dam builders, we see our great salmon 
and steelhead resources of the Columbia Basin dying by slow strangu- 
lation. The Corps of Engineers in their famous 308 report published 
in 1948 said this: 

Over 300 dams have been built in the Columbia Basin up to the present time, 
these structures varying in size and splash from irrigation dams to dams such 
as Bonneville and Grand Coulee. Yet in only a few instances has any thought 
been paid to the effect these developments might have on fish and wildlife. 

That report is indeed a melancholy tale of spawning rivers blocked, 
damaged, or ruined. It shows how lumbering, irrigation, agricul- 
ture, power projects, pulp and paper mills, mining, and other activi- 
ties have steadily reduced fish spawning areas in the Columbia Basin, 

We here in Astoria, who have been raised with this fishery and 
have personally watched its decline, know from our own experience 
of what has happened. Manmade obstructions have already helped 
to eliminate 50 percent of the salmon and steelhead spawning beds. 
Now only straggling remnants are left of the once great runs which 
helped to dev elop this country. 

Salmon production began to drop as this encroachment on their 
native spawning grounds “spread. Where chinook landings had aver- 
aged around 27 million pounds prior to 1920, by 1945 they had dropped 
to something like 18 million, and to 12 million by 1953. This last 
year (1959) was the poorest in the history of the entire Northwest, 
Columbia River fish reached a low of about 6 million pounds this year, 
in spite of the fact that increasingly drastic regulations have been 
placed on the commercial fishery by our fish commission. 

While we see this valuable resource disappearing before our very 
eyes, We experience ever-increasing pressures for more and more dams. 
We can’t be satisfied with arene dams any more. On the 
main stem of the Columbia fortunately a great deal of progress has 
been made in passing fish at structures less than 100 feet high. With 
no more of them than we now have, possibly we can maintain the 
fishery at its present greatly reduced level. That seems to be our 
only hope. 

But that doesn’t satisfy the power-hungry boys. They want chunks 
of concrete and steel 600 to 700 feet high placed astraddle of our 
great Snake and Salmon Rivers. They blithely assure the world that 
the problem of passing fish over, through, or around these dams can 
readily be solved by the fish experts. The fish experts say to the 
contrary. 

During the past year we have been watching the first effort to pass 
a major run ei almon and steelhead over high dams. The Brownlee 


and Oxbow project between Idaho and Oregon on the Snake River 
is our best example of the efforts to have fish and high dams both. 
Last year out of an estimated run of something over 20,000 fall 
chinook and steelhead, around 4,000 died due to structural failure of 
the upstream trap at Oxbow. Only about half of the run ever 
showed up on the spawning beds in the reaches of the river above 
after the manhandling they took at Oxbow and Brownlee sites. 
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Now we are watching the offspring of that ill fated run try to get 

back dow nriver. It is estimated by the biologists that a minimum of 
1 million migrants should have passed Brownlee on their w ay to the 
ocean this spring. So far, only something like 130,000 spring and 
full chinooks have been successfully passed. Thus, experience so far 
doesn’t give anybody much encouragement about a contrivance of this 
kind to successfully handle fish passage on the Snake. 

Now terrific pressures are on to build a 690-foot dam some 60 miles 
below Idaho Power Co.’s Hells Canyon site which is downriver about 
25 miles below Oxbow. This High Mountain Sheep Dam would be 
placed below the Imnaha thereby endangering the runs both to the 
Imnaha and tothe Snake River above. 

Others want Nez Perce which would be about the same height as 
High Mountain Sheep but below the mouth of the Salmon River. 
The Salmon supports about 30 percent of the fish that go above 
McNary Dam. Others want dams on the Clearwater. Everybody 
wants dams, particularly in this critical area of the middle Snake 
which is no important to the salmon resources. 

I say flatly there should be no dams in this area. We talk about 
comprehensive planning and broad uses of our streams and waters on 
a basinwide concept. I submit to you that the setting aside as sanc- 
tuaries of critical salmon and steelhead spawning areas is in complete 
accord with comprehensive planning. 

Nowhere on the North American Continent do similar spawning 
areas exist, and that fact should be so recognized. They should be 
preserved for their God-given purpose in perpetuity, just as we pre- 
serve the great Redwoods in California, the Everglades in Florida, 
the waters and scenic beauties of Crater Lake, the Olympics, Yellow- 
stone, Glacier, and numerous other natural spectacles for future gen- 
erations to enjoy. 

In the fish and wildlife field, the Congress has long recognized the 
necessity of giving sanctuary to endangered or vanishing species. We 
have the National Bison Range i in Montana, a National Moose Refuge 
in Alaska, the Red Rock Refuge for Trumpeter Swans north of 
Yellowstone Park, the Whooping Crane Refuge in Louisiana, the 
Elk Refuge in Wyoming, Malheur, Klamath, Bear River and more 
than 200 other great waterfowl refuges throughout the country. 

Sanctuaries and refuges are se attered all over the United States to 
perpetuate various species of wildlife which are of such great value 
to our present generation and for those to follow. 

I submit that if there was ever a vanishing species, we have it right 
here. A few more ape are all we need to put our salmon and steel- 
head over the hill. ‘all upon you gentlemen to take a broad look at 
this whole problem of the entire Columbia Basin and that you then 
say that for now and for all time, “These critical spawning streams 
in the middle Snake area be set aside and preserved for endangered 
salmon and steelhead.’ “These” are the great Salmon, the Clearw: ater, 
the Grande Ronde, and the Imnaha Rivers. 

I urge you to pass legislation which would tell the seekers for sites 
for the construction of new and high dams to go elsewhere. The 
Corps of Engineers recently revised 308 Report lists numerous sites 
on streams which are of little or no importance to the fisheries. Let’s 
build dams there and keep these marvelous spawning beds intact. 
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I have ma my hand a United Press statement from Spokane, dated 
October 22, telling about the Columbia Interstate Compact Commis- 
sion ending a 2-day meeting which made great progress in settling 
the dispute over use of the waters of the upper Columbia. Such set- 
tlement will open the way for vast hydroelectric developments in the 
upper Columbia above Grand Coulee Dam where anadromous fish 
runs were sacrificed years ago. Such development would take the 
present pressure off the critical Middle Snake. 

Not only that, but evidence seems to be accumulating that it will not 
be too long before nuclear generated power is av ailable. V ery recently 
the director of Canada’s nuclear power project stated publicly his 
prediction that within a period of 5 to 10 years atomic energy would be 
competitive with hydro, thus saving our rivers for salmon and other 
important fishes. 

Commenting specifically on the legislation which is before you for 
consideration, I would rec og emery the followi ing: 

Senate Resolution No. : 

I strongly endorse the r research portion of this proposed legislation. 
We need to know much more about fish passage at dams and means 
of mitigating losses due to such structures. 

I fear the 5-year moratorium idea expressed in sections 2 and 3, 
and urge that you substitute therefore a sanctuary for anadromous 
fishes on the Salmon, Grande Ronde, Imnaha, and Clearwater Rivers. 

Senate bill 2586. 

I oppose this legislation since it is designed to encourage the con- 
struction of dams on the all-important Salmon River—I would com- 
ment that I do approve of the sanctuary portion of that bill, 
however. 

Senate bill 1420. 

I support this measure, as designed, to provide some check on the 
Federal Power Commission’s issuance of licenses on areas such as the 
critical Middle Snake. 

Again, I repeat that the time is critical if we are to save this great 
resource. I urge you to act now, and that you go beyond the ideas 
expressed in all of these bills. None of them go far ‘enough. 

Thank you. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, Representative Holmstrom. 

Senator Neuberger, do you have any questions ? 

Senator Neusercrr. Mr. Holmstrom, in this presentation are you 
speaking for yourself or for the legislative committee which you 
head, the house fish and game committee ? 

Mr. Hoimsrrom. Senator Neuberger, I am speaking for myself. 
I have no authority to speak for the legislative committee on fish and 
game. 

I am appearing before this subcommittee today as an individual and 
a private citizen. 

Senator Neusercer. I would just like to ask you one other question. 

As the pressures mount in the Northwest for power for employ- 
ment—and we know that we have had critical unemployment situa- 
tions in the Northwest for a good many years—do you believe that 
public opinion would support as extensive a sanctuary as you have 
proposed? What is your candid answer to that? 
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Mr. Hotmstrom. Well, Senator Neuberger, I think they would. I 
think the fact that we have taken for granted our fishery resources 
in many respects, the people certainly would be—a certain amount of 
education would be demanded to present to the people the fact that 
these fish will cease to exist unless we set up some program, some 
comprehensive program of sanctuaries of spawning areas that can be 
entirely devoted to anadromous fish spawning areas so that we may 
per petuate that fish run. 

Senator Neupercer. Ill tell you why I asked that question. I 
based it on personal experience. 

In 1954 I was running for the Senate shortly after I had opposed 

very vigorously, as a member of the State legislature, legislation de- 
signed to promote the Pelton Dam project on the DeC hutes River. 
In areas like Madras I had an extremely chilly reception regardless 
of partisanship from members of both political parties and ‘I asked 
randidly about it at a meeting I addressed, and I was told by people 
that it was due entirely to my position on the Pelton project; that 
people over there wanted the jobs which they felt would not only 
result from constructing the project but from the power which would 
be produced by the project. 

Now, we have a controversy over the so-called Round Butte Dam 
above Pelton on the DeChutes River system. I’m getting the same 
kind of communications from that area. Although many sportsmen 
and conservation groups, many people here in the Astoria area who 
are engaged in fisheries opposed the Round Butte project, I am re- 
ceiving many resolutions from civic groups, business groups, trade 
groups, labor groups, heartily in favor of it. That is the re: ison I 
honestly ask this question. If you feel that the people who are in- 
terested in power for jobs and business and industry, would support 
this extensive sanctuary as you propose, I think it has great merit. 
But, I have also had experience with public opinion on the other side, 
where they want these projects not only for the jobs and building the 
project, but for the benefit of the power that will be developed 
afterward. 

I think that people like yourself and like myself who want to pre- 
serve the fish runs have to consider just how broad and extensive a 
sanctuary program they are going to favor. 

Mr. Hotmsrrom. Well, S Senator, in answering your question, I think 
that it becomes a matter of weighing this particular problem. You 
can’t compare it as a dollars and cents ; figure entirely. We are talking 
about a natural resource. 

In regard to your statement that people, as regards to Pelton Dam, 
the people around Madras, well, they were merely thinking of a local 
situation and this is a problem that you are going to confront when- 
ever you take a stand on an issue such as this. “But, I don’t think 
that because one segment of the population in Oregon or in the North- 
west. is opposed or in favor of a particular project that that should 
be taken into consideration any more than the vast resource itself 
which is so important to the—not only to Madras or only to Astoria, 
but to the entire Northwest and to the Nation. 

Senator Neusercer. You see, this is the problem we have and I want 
to particularize it because it certainly confronts me as Senator from 
Oregon. As long as I am the Senator I am the Senator both for 
Astoria and Madras. 
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We had testimony from Mr. Abrahamsen, the able president of the 
Astoria Chamber of Commerce, and he emphasized very candidly 
how important continuation of the fisheries is to the economic survival 
of Astoria. It is dollars and cents, too. 

Mr. Hotmstrom. That is correct. Absolutely. 

Senator Neusercer. But the point that 1 am trying to emphasize 
is, that what is dollars and cents to Astoria is gall and wormwood to 
Madras and vice versa. Somewhere we have to reconcile these things. 
I just say this symbolically. It isn’t only Madras, there are many 
other communities that are involved. We have the same thing in 
Idaho. 

I know pressures Senators Church and Dworshak are under about 
this, because the Salmon River which you want as a fish sanctuary 
is in Idaho. But look at the situation. I confront this all the time 
on the Interior Committee where both Idaho Senators serve and 
where we have constant discussion of the Salmon River. 

I find that I am never consulted by the other members of the com- 
mittee on the Salmon River question. They turn to Senators Church 
and Dworshak because they come from Idaho, and every mile of the 
Salmon River is in Idaho. Just as if it involves the Deschutes River 
I am consulted because every mile of the Deschutes River is in 
Oregon. 

Look at the difficult problem. The Salmon River, which is in Idaho 
is the fish spawning area for the commercial fishery that is in Oregon. 
You see the very difficult conflicting set of interests because up in 
Idaho those mean are under heavy pressure to have the power projects 
constructed there, provide the building trade jobs, and get the power. 
But the State interested in preserving the sanctuary is here in Oregon 
where the commercial fishery exists. 

You not only have the conflict within one State like Oregon, but 
you have the interregional conflict where the fish sanctuary that is in 
Idaho is of primary benefit to the commercial fisheries 600 or 700 
miles downstream in Oregon. That is why I don’t want our demands 
to be so extensive that we run head on into the Senators from Idaho 
who, for example are faced with a conflicting set of values to advocate. 

Mr. Hotmstrom. Well Senator, I would just like to make one com- 
ment on your statement that first of all I don’t think that you can 
judge my proposal on the basis of commercial fisheries. I think my 
statement should be judged on the basis of a natural resource that is 
good for one, the commercial fisheries, good for two, the sportsmen, 
and the recreational facilities. 

For that reason, I think that in my statement I am not talking for 
specifically this commercial fishery, although I realize the importance 
to Astoria and this area. But it is still an overall program. That 
to develop some type of comprehensive planning, as you mentioned, 
Idaho speaks in one direction, Oregon speaks in another. This is 
why I say it should be a comprehensive overall planning of this par- 
ticular problem. 

Senator Npupercer. But the point I am trying to make is that we 
have to give Idaho and Madras some stake in these things. I remem- 
ber when, at the request of many conservation groups, I arose on 
the Senate floor to strike Bruces Eddy planning funds from the 
public works appropriations bill. Those planning funds were ad- 
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vocated by Senator Dworshak, the senior Senator from Idaho, who 
is a member of the Appropriations Committee. Bruces Eddy, as 
you know, is on the Clearwater River, which is one of the rivers you 
proposed as a sanctuary. 

Well, after I had put in my motion, Senator Dworshak made a 
speech of nearly an hour just verbally taking my hide off—I don't 
have it here in front of me—but he said the Senator from Oregon 
wants to turn Idaho into a sanctuary for Oregon fishermen, and he 

sxid how are we going to eat in Idaho. 

It made quite an impression on the Members of the Senate who were 
there at that time, and I am just pointing out to you that the big 
problem here is how to reconcile not only Astoria and Madras, but 
Oregon and Idaho. 

The problem to Senator Bartlett as a Senator, and to me as a Sen- 
ator—Senator Bartlett and I have a great interest in fisheries and 
because they are in our State—is the fact that for ex cample two of the 
main rivers that you have advocated as a sanctuary are wholly within 
the boundary of another State. It is to the Senators from that State 
that other Members of the Senate turn for advice because they in 
turn want to be consulted on rivers which are wholiy within their 
State. But I shall always remember that day when Senator Dwor- 
shak said to his colleagues the Senator of Oregon wants to turn Idaho 
into a sanctuary for Oregon fishermen. And it had quite an appeal, 
because Idaho has not been a prosperous State. They have lagged 
way behind nationally in population, in income, in bank deposits and 
so on. This is the big problem—that we don’t ask for so much 
that we run head on in not only to our own Madras but to Idaho on 
these things. I am just citing the problem. I hate to take so much 
time. 

Senator Barrierr. It isan interesting point. 

Mr. Hotmstrom. I fully concur that there is certainly going to be 
some problems with Id: tho and there is no question about that. Senator. 

Senator Bartierr. Are there any further questions ? 

Senator NeuserGer. No; thank you. 

Senator Barterr. Representative Holmstrom may I ask you your 
occupation ¢ 

Mr. Horimstrrom. Yes, sir; I’m in the automobile business. 

Senator Bartierr. Back in the 1930's, I think it was, the popula- 
tion experts projected a situation whereby they said the population 
of the United States would be stabilized around 1960 at about 160 
million people. They were wrong, as some of us have been on guess- 
ing fish runs, because the population of the United States is far ‘above 
that figure now. The population is increasing here and throughout 
the world at an explosive rate. Another estim: ite has it that by the 
year 2000 there may be 300 million people in the United States and 
of course the West is going to be the land in which many of these 
people will settle, and in the year 2000 we won’t have the wide open 
spaces. 

The question I would like to put to you is this: If no more dams 
at all are built, do you believe the salmon could be saved with the 
huge increase in populations such as appears likely ? 

Mr. Hotmstrrom. Senator Bartlett, I would answer it this way. 
Under good management and the proper funds to control and to do 
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research and the control of the fisheries, I think we can maintain ap- 
proximately the present level of our fisheries, and our resource, 
Now we know without a question of a doubt that as population in- 
creases the fish are going to become more and more in trouble with 
their so-called mortal enemies. There’s no question about that. But 
through good management of. programs I think that, and research, I 
think we can maintain the present level of fisheries. 

Senator Barrierr. I hope your prediction turns out to be abso- 
lutely correct. 

Thank you, very much. 

Mr. Hotmsrrom. I hope so, too. Thank you very much. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Biggs will now give us his views on these 
bills. 

Mr. Brees. My name is John Biggs, Director, Washington Game 
Department, Olympia, Wash. I appear here on behalf of the Wash- 
ington State Game Commission and the Washington State Game De- 
partment. 

I have joined with Mr. Milo Moore, the director of the Washington 
State Fisheries Department, in a statement which covers our views on 
the subject being discussed by the committee. Mr. Moore is the di- 
rector of the fisheries department which handles commercial fishing 
including salmon in our State; we handle sports fishing and hunting, 
including steelhead. 

Mr. Moore will cover in some detail our statement. With your per- 
mission I would like to say a few words more specifically covering 
our area in this 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Biggs, you desire this statement to be sub- 
mitted for the record ? 

Mr. Bices. I now submit it, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Barttierr. It will be accepted, sir. 

(The statement follows:) 

I am pleased to have this opportunity to present the views of the Washington 
State Department of Fisheries and the Washington State Department of Game 
with respect to bills now pending before the Senate Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

We are especially interested in Senate bill 1420 and amendments, “to promote 
conservation of migrating fish requiring certain approval by the Secretary of 
the Interior of licenses issued under the Federal Power Act” and Senate bill 
2586, “to provide for the conservation of anadromous fish spawning areas in 
the Salmon River in Idaho” and other matters pertaining to the conservation 
of the fisheries resources in the Columbia River Basin. 

Each year brings new developments to the Columbia River Basin area where 
the efforts of man have resulted in the creation of land reclamation projects and 
power developments that have surpassed all other attempts in these efforts. 
Over 57 dams for water diversion and impoundments have been built on the 
Columbia River system and 19 more are in the advanced planning stage to assist 
industrial development of this region. The art of power development and land 
reclamation has reached the highest degree of perfection in this area. 

By these new developments, a continuing problem has been—what to do to 
protect the valuable natural runs of lene and other species of fish native 
to this river system which happens to be one of the world’s most productive 
salmon producing streams. 

It ean safely be said that over the years, millions of our Nation’s sport fisher- 
men have found enjoyment in unsurpassed recreational fishing for Columbia 
River salmon and steelhead in the river itself and in the ocean from Alaska to 
California. Likewise, the extensive commercial interests harvest millions of 
pounds annually of the world’s finest food (salmon) produced from this river. 
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To augment losses to fisheries and protect the runs of salmonoids affected by 
power and reclamation dams, over $150 million has been spent to construct 
fishways to provide so far as possible passage for the migration of fish over such 
obstructions. In addition, $16,907,577 has been expended by the States of Wash- 
ington and Oregon, and the Federal Government for the construction of hatch- 
eries and rearing stations. 

With the continued interest our people have in further development of water 
resources for industrial use and each year’s increased effort by sport and com- 
mercial fishermen in the harvest of salmon and steelhead, it becomes paramount 
in any consideration for new development of the Columbia River Basin to take 
full account of what is actually happening with respect to the anadromous fish 
resource. 

Our records indicate the peak catch of natural production of salmon in the 
Columbia River to be in excess of 50 million pounds in the year 1911. No 
appraisal was then given to the stocks originating in this river system harvested 
by commercial troll operation off the coasts of California, Canada, and Alaska. 

Today, with the full effects of obstructions placed in the Columbia River 
Basin, and the use of the river system for industrial purposes, this resource 
has fallen to annual river landings of approximately 21 million pounds. In- 
creased efforts of Alaska, Canada, and California commercial and sport ocean 
troll operations provide a comparative total annual catch of Columbia River 
salmon and steelhead today of 30 million pounds. 

It is clearly evident that a major portion of the best natural salmon spawning 
areas of the Columbia River Basin have been floooded out and that other condi- 
tions causing unbalanced natural environment has drastically reduced these 
runs. 

What has actually happened is that at 8 major dam installations on the 
main Columbia, we have built costly fishways to provide for the upstream migra- 
tion of spawning salmon and 11 similar installations have been constructed on 
tributary streams. 

Practically three-fourths of the total available spawning areas of this river 
system have been flooded out by water impoundments behind the dams. Not 
more than six or eight important salmon areas remain accessible to salmon 
throughout the entire river system, where formerly hundreds of miles of gravel 
bars provided nesting grounds for spawning salmon and steelhead. 

New dams projected or now under consideration, if completed, would com- 
pletely destroy the natural salmon and steelhead production areas in the main 
portion of the Columbia River and its tributaries. Such planning would also 
inundate the facilities already provided for the upstream migration of spawning 
salmonoids. The salmon hatchery and rearing stations alone cannot offset the 
losses occurring to this great resource. 

Presently we face a program of unorganized planning of additional power 
and reclamation development on this river system. The salmon, we are told, have 
no water rights. The Federal Government has often disregarded the views of 
State agencies and the mandate of our people in such planning. 

Fisheries scientists claim there is no alternate way to offset these losses to 
the salmonoid resources and that the fish must have unobstructed natural 
waters to maintain their populations. 

Thus, it appears a logical conclusion to fulfill the desires of our people is that 
certain remaining natural salmon spawning areas be set aside as salmon parks 
or sanctuary areas to preserve at least a portion of the natural run of salmon in 
the Columbia River basin. 

We now have evidence that with the application of improved methods to make 
the fullest use of waters left to natural spawning in this basis and other areas 
for the production of migrant size salmon fry, coupled with corrected manage- 
ment practices, it is possible to stabilize the anadromous fish production of the 
Columbia River system at a much higher yield than now attained. 

Such efforts depend upon our ability to sufficiently impress our Government 
and State agencies of the need to set aside the Salmon River in Idaho as a fish 
sanctuary and additional important spawning streams in the other sections of 
the watershed, and to prohibit the construction of further dams, such as the 
Nez Perce project, that would completely obstruct the passage of salmon to the 
upstream areas. 

In the appraisal of contemplated projects for further power development, we 
have concluded it to be more advantageous to the overall economy of the region 
if it is found necessary to project further dams for the development in the 
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upper Columbia and Snake River areas, to permit the development of the High 
Mountain Sheep Dam project on the Snake River above the mouth of the Salmon 
River for the reason that the proposed fish facilities at this project may ulti- 
mately save a portion of the salmon runs now destined for destruction by the 
Brownlee Dam in the upper portion of the Snake River. 

It is found so many agencies of Government and individuals of private con- 
cern have become involved in these affairs that the views of responsible State 
fisheries agencies are often bypassed or overlooked in the planning of such 
projects. 

By law, the States involved are legally constituted to be responsible for the care 
and maintenance of our fisheries resources. In no recent years has the Fed- 
eral Government recognized this fact. Confusion created by unauthorized divij- 
sion of responsibility and authority has delayed progress in care of this resource 
for many years. 

A direct approach and ultimate solution to most fisheries problems throughout 
the United States is through the direction of Federal assistance and support to 
State fisheries agencies and to provide the best known means of supplementing 
unavoidable fish losses caused by industrial development and by the application 
of physical and mechanical improvements to strengthen the production of fish 
in improved and unobstructed areas. 

An overall appraisal of the productiveness of water areas available to fish 
life, plus the need for compensating for losses in numbers of seaward migrants 
of salmon necessary to reproduce the runs, will determine the objectives to be met 
by artificial aid for the maintenance of this resource. 

It is expected, with proper care, the present cost of artificially reared migrant 
size salmon and steelhead can be reduced to provide practical large-scale opera- 
tions of this kind and that the survival of young salmon through predator, en- 
vironmental, and disease control will further strengthen the runs. 

Presently the larger portion of funds allocated to improve fisheries is ex- 
pended for studies, research, and investigations carried out by persons re- 
motely interested in the possibilities of applying artificial production (through 
functional operations) in the form of reared migrant size fish and improvements 
to natural spawning areas to maintain the resource. 

It is clearly evident the objectives and need of fish protection and improve- 
ments must be defined by law to provide the desired results. It is reasonable 
to assume the need to assess those whose interests lie in the development of 
water diversion projects causing losses to fish life for the cost involved in 
maintaining fish production by whatever means possible. 

In addition, we call the attention of this committee to an article appearing 
in the Seattle Times, dated October 25, 1959, titled “New Hanford Reactor 
Potentially Will Be Atomic Rival to Major Dams,” a copy of which is attached 
as an appendix to this statement. 

This article deals with proposed new reactor development at the Hanford 
project for which the last session of Congress authorized an appropriation of 
$145 million, and points out that an estimated additional $100 million will per- 
mit its development as a dual purpose reactor with a power producing capability 
of 700,000 kilowatts, equal to a major Columbia River development, such as 
Rocky Reach Dam, at an estimated cost of 3.58 mills per kilowatt, assuming a 
total plant investment of $245 million. 

An immediate start on this project would supply in great part the present 
power demand with no detrimental effect upon the fisheries resource. 

The staffs of the department of fisheries and the department of game have 
reviewed the provisions of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, Senate bill 1420 
and amendment, and Senate bill 2586—and our comments are as follows: 

1. Senate Concurrent Resolution 35: This resolution in general provides that 
the Federal Power Commission shall issue no permit, license, lease, or other 
authorization under the provisions of the Federal Power Act for any dam, 
reservoir, powerhouse, or other works for storage or collection of water for 
power use between river mile 180 and 245 on the Snake River, the Salmon River, 
or the Imnaha River in the States of Oregon and Idaho in order for investiga- 
tions to be made toward a solution of the fish problems, to be conducted by Federal 
and State agencies concerned and a report submitted to Congress for review 
and future action after the suggested date, June 30, 1964. 

It is noted that this resolution is a concurrent resolution and not a joint 
resolution and therefore in the opinion of eminent attorneys does not have the 
status of law. Mr. Willard Gatchell, General Counsel, Federal Power Commis- 
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sion, has stated that in the form of a concurrent resolution, the act would have 
weight as an expression of the opinion of Congress, but that he doubted that a 
eourt would hold the act binding upon the Commission. 

In addition, the act recommends, but does not authorize, financing of the in- 
vestigations which will be beyond the present budgets of the States and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

It is our opinion, based upon many years of intensive work in the field of de- 
veloping safe passage methods for both upstream and downstream salmon and 
trout migrants that will be affected by projected dams that unqualified solutions 
to the problem are not possible by June 1, 1964, and we recommend the proposed 
Senate resolution be enacted as a joint resolution and termination be amended 
to read until such time as the Secretary of the Interior in his report recommend 
congressional action to terminate and repeal the joint resolution. We, there- 
fore, are not in favor of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 in its present form. 

2. Senate bill 1420 and amendment: It has been our firm opinion for many 
years that the Federal and State fisheries and game agencies have, in the past, 
been forced into accepting and making the best of projects definitely detrimental 
to preservation of the valuable fish and game resources concerned, with no re- 
course by what appears to us more or less arbitrary action by the Federal Power 
Commission. This bill as amended corrects the situation as it affords an oppor- 
tunity for Congress to review and weigh the economic losses to fisheries caused 
by the construction of dams. We are in favor of S. 1420 as amended. 

3. Senate bill 2586: This bill in general provides the setting aside of the Salmon 
River as a modified fish sanctuary at which no dam more restrictive to fish pas- 
sage than any other dams already in existence on the Snake and Columbia 
Rivers between the mouth of the Salmon, or which would flood spawning area, 
could be constructed. 

We are in accord with the ideas expressed in this act and believe in con- 
junction with the provisions of S. 1420, as amended, the bill might afford some 
measure of protection for salmon and steelhead on this river. We suggest, how- 
ever, that the provision as to dams be amended to designate the Salmon River, 
the Grand Ronde and Clearwater Rivers in the Snake River system, and the 
Wenatchee, Entiat, Methow and Okanogan Rivers, tributaries to the main Colum- 
bia River as fish sanctuaries with no dams until such time the Congress of the 
United States declares such areas more important for other beneficial uses. The 
tributaries of the upper Columbia were designated for the production of fish by 
intent during the days of the Coulee Dam fish transfer when $3 million was ap- 
propriated within the project for the purpose of supplementing losses of salmon 
due to the construction of the complete blockade of the Columbia River at 
Grande Coulee. All of these rivers are vital to the preservation of the Columbia 
River fisheries resource and should be set aside as salmon parks. 

(Attachments to the statement are as follows:) 


[Reprint from Seattle Sunday Times magazine section, Oct. 25, 1959] 


ATOMIC RIVAL TO MAJoR PowER DAMS 
(By R. F. Nowakowski) 


Scientists at the Hanford atomic works have designed a new reactor which 
well may pioneer the path for future atomic-power stations producing large 
quantities of electricity. 

A new atomic pile will be built primarily to produce more plutonium for na- 
tional defense. But the pile will have built-in features, which will permit its 
conversion to an electricity-producing facility as well. 

Last year Congress authorized a $145 million appropriation for construction 
of the reactor, after the Joint Chiefs of Staff agreed that there was a need for 
more plutonium. 

There was no fund authorization to add electrical generators, but the reactor 
is designed so that conversion at some later date will be a relatively simple 
process, at a cost of $100 million. 

The dual-purpose-reactor proposal was one of the most controversial subjects 
of both the 1957 and 1958 sessions of Congress because it was linked with the 
issue of public- and private-power utilities. 

A compromise was reached in the decision to provide funds for construction 
of the reactor itself, but to permit the design of the built-in features to make 
it possible later to convert the reactor. 
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Representatives of both public and private utilities now have formed a com- 
mittee to study possible means of financing and operating the converted reactor 
on a partnership basis, 

Development of nuclear-power stations is still in its infancy, although there 
are some already in operation, both in the United States and Europe. 

Yet, it is only the use of atomic fission as a source of heat which makes the 
atomic plant different from the steamplant fired by coal or oil. From the point 
where the heat is delivered, the process of producing electricity is the same. 

There are eight giant plutonium-producing reactors in operation at Hanford, 
but none produces electricity. Three were built during the Second World War 
for plutonium to make atomic weapons. Five were built later, with only slight 
modifications, for the same purpose. 

As early as 1953 the General Hlectric Co. urged the construction of a dual- 
purpose reactor, for its technological value as well as for plutonium. 

When the new reactor was considered, General Electric urged that it be 
designed to permit conversion. Final authorization sent company engineers 
to the drafting boards to work out the plans. The Atomic Energy Commission 
considered plans from other atomic installations, but chose Hanford as the site 
because the reactor had been designed there. 

Though its internal workings will differ from that of other reactors now 
at Hanford, the new one will retain the characteristics of what is known now 
as the Hanford-type reactor. 

Basically, it is a huge block of pure machined graphite, pierced horizontally 
by hundreds of tubes, in which uranium fuel rods are inserted, and through 
which the cooling water flows. 

Uranium 235 is the spark which sets off and maintains the chain reaction. 
Its atoms fission; that is, they split with a violent burst of energy, which sends 
neutrons flying at tremendous speed to strike other atoms, causing them also 
to split and discharge neutrons. 

The graphite is the moderator, serving to slow down the neutrons. In the 
whole process, tremendous heat is produced. However, the design of the old 
reactors provided for carrying away this heat by large quantities of water from 
the cold Columbia River. 

The reactors never become hot enough to produce steam. 

The new reactor will be sealed and will operate under pressure. This will 
enable the development of high temperature, just as a pressure cooker builds 
high heat for cooking. 

Because the reactor is a defense project much of the information carries a 
security classification. There is no publicity on operating temperatures, nor on 
plutonium-production capability. 

However, it is known that the new reactor will be much more efficient in 
operation than any now at Hanford. It has been suggested that it will be the 
equal of all the others combined, but this never has been confirmed. 

The fact that it will be pressurized to operate at high temperatures also indi- 
cates that new fuel elements have been developed. In the old reactors, metallic- 
uranium fuel slugs are used. It is believed that fuel elements in the new reactor 
will be ceramic and better able to stand high temperatures. 

The artist’s sketch of the new reactor gives some idea of the size of the installa- 
tion. The reactor itself is as high as a five-story building, and the heat-ex- 
changer and turbine-generator buildings will be at least as large. 

A 4-year schedule is laid out for the work on the reactor, with the peak period 
expected some time next summer or fall. 

With conversion, the power potential of the reactor would be about 700,000 
kilowatts, which would rank it as a major power facility and equal to many 
hydroelectric projects. 

It compares with Bonneville Dam, which cost $86,519,000 and produces 518,400 
kilowatts. Other dams, for comparison, are Rocky Reach, now under construc- 
tion, which will produce 775,000 kilowatts at a cost of $250 million, the Dalles, 
which produces 1,092,000 kilowatts and cost $303 million, and McNary Dam, pro- 
ducing 980,000 kilowatts and costing $286 million. 

During the first 20 years, Bonneville Power Administration sold power at an 
average cost of 2.37 mills. Estimates indicate that power from the dual-purpose 
reactor would cost about 3.58 mills, assuming the total plant investment to be 
about $245 million. 

Power-short areas of the United States would welcome electricity at this price. 

However, there are hidden factors which would make this project appear in @ 
different economic light if it were built in some other area. 
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For one thing, power will be interruptible, or subject to withdrawal from the 
power grid. In the Pacific Northwest, it is possible to absorb this much inter- 
yuptible power, but in other parts of the country it could not be done. 

Another point to consider is that the atomic fuel elements must be reprocessed 
to separate the plutonium, which is produced by fission. At Hanford, there are 
these costly facilities, but the cost of shipping fuels for reprocessing would have 
to be considered in another area. 

Studies indicate that the project is economically feasible, but some of the ques- 
tions can be answered only by actual operation. 

Mr. Biees. Mr. Chairman, may I first say that we who are engaged 
in the fishery management field in the Pacific Northwest, are extremely 

ratified that yourself and the members of the committee have come 

ere, to be here in Astoria to go up the river to Lewiston in an effort 
to feel the pulse of public thinking that relates to the question of fish 
versus power in the Northwest. 

I would like to say that I think you know that the fishery resource 
of the Columbia River is historically one of the valuable resources of 
the Northwest. As such it has been a rich resource for this area and 
for the entire Nation. Many figures have been cited as to the value of 
the fishery resource and I say that the value of the very real one today 
in terms of dollars and cents to that can be added this recreational 
values which are incalculable. I don’t think you can place a good 
price on the value that a man gets from taking his family out fishing. 
I further feel that 20 years from now any value that will be placed 
on the resource today will look like pennies. 

As regards dams, I might say that we have seen a tremendous 
power development in the Pacific Northwest. It started as a public 
power development essentially, it was geared to stimulate the eco- 
nomic development of the Pacific Northwest. To a considerable de- 
gree it has contributed to the economic and industrial development of 
this region. I think it is equally true that in many respects the great 
economic benefits which were expected to result from cheap power in 
this area have not been realized, and if they have been realized they 
have often been realized at the expense of the fishery resource. I 
think we have found that many of our large power users are preproc- 
essing their products here and shipping them to other places for final 
processing in a more favorable atmosphere industrially. 

{ think that the lure of cheap power is no longer the industrial 
attraction to the Northwest that it was once felt to be. 

All of this I stress, Mr. Chairman, to a considerable degree has been 
at the expense of a great natural resource, the fishery resource. 

I feel that we have gone through an era of power development in 
the Northwest which at times has approached hysteria. I think that 
the public power developments have to a large degree been planned 
and executed quite well. Many fringe power developments have oc- 
curred which have been only in the interest of the enhancement of some 
community or some corporation which have been very, very harmful 
and very costly to the fishery resource. 

In that respect I should like to say that I feel that the Federal 
Power Commission—the actions of the Power Commission have been 
biased in the favor of power and that the actions of the Power Com- 
mission have contributed materially to the deterioration of the fishery 
resource. Tremendous amounts of money have been spent to ac- 
complish fish passage over the dams in the Columbia River system. 
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I might say that the public agencies particularly have been quite 
generous in providing funds for this purpose. On the other hand we 
used to feel that a fish was something sort of inanimate that had to 
fight its way up some place in the river to spawn and that was about 
all it did and that if we accomplished the passage of the adult fish 
and the downstream passage of the juvenile fish, that we had done 
something. And if we built some hatcheries and added to the runs 
that perhaps we were maintaining the runs. We now find the prob- 
lem to be much greater. We know that a fish is a living, breathing 
thing that is subject to many, many factors that we don’t ‘know about, 
If we could talk to the fish ‘perhaps he could tell us, but we can’t. 
Therefore, we vitally need and it is imperative that there be provided 
in some fashion large and substantial amounts of money for research 
programs which will develop the fishery knowledge which is needed 
in this area. 

I think this money would be very, very wisely spent. I feel that 
the fishery population of the Columbia Basin is in a very precarious 
state of balance and those who are in the business of managing a fish- 
ery resource know that once that it reaches a certain point of deple- 
tion that after that it can plunge downhill very rapidly. Unless 
something is done quickly we may find ourselves in that very desper- 
ate situation. 

I feel that we have staked out essentially in the Northwest every 
place that will produce power or that someone feels will produce 
power. 

A strange philosophy has developed that when one builds a dam 
and disturbs the fishery resource that there are a different set of 
values concerned than are concerned when one, say, constructs a high- 
way or constructs a dam and comes in conflict w ith individual rights, 
that one type of compensation is made in one case and another type 
of compensation is made in another case. 

It is just as logical to me that we should set aside strategic fishery 
spawning areas permanently and now, as we should set aside dam 
areas which are available for the construction of dams. 

We need to map out the needs of each resource very, very plainly 
and very, very definitely. I am not so naive as to think that dams 
will not be constructed in the future in the Northwest. Nor do I 
e it desirable to say that they should not be constructed. 

I do, however, feel that under better planning and on a better con- 
sideration of the fishery values involved, they can be placed in posi- 
tions which are less destructive to these essential fish runs. 

We very strongly feel that the Salmon River should be a complete 
and inviolate sanctuary for fish. We are very strongly opposed to the 
construction of the Nez Perce Dam. 

We believe that in the hands of yourself and others perhaps lies the 
future of the fishery resource of the fishery industry of the Pacific 
Northwest. 

That’s all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Biggs, concerning your statement, I note 
cast on behalf of your own department and the department of fisher- 

, you favor the resolution if it be altered to the form of a joint 
resolution, and that if it be amended by striking the 5-year mora- 
torium date. 
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Mr. Bices. We are extremely skeptical, Senator, of the 5-year mor- 
atorium plan. We feel that it—if I may use the word—is perhaps a 
device to permit the construction of dams which will be further harm- 
ful to the fishery resource. 

Senator Bartriterr. You are in favor of S. 1420, as amended ? 

Mr. Bices. We are, Senator Bartlett. 

Senator Barrierr. And you are in favor of S. 2586 with an amend- 
ment which you have described in some detail in your statement / 

Mr. Bices. That is correct. We feel that the powers of the Fed- 
eral Power Commission should be regulated in such a manner that 
the interests of other important resources, including fisheries, should 
be considered. I give as an example of that the case of the important 
Cowlitz River in the State of Washington, where after a rather pro- 
longed and lengthy hearing the examiner for the Federal Power 
Commission held that fishery values of that stream outweigh the 
power values and the Power Commission itself for reasons ‘known 
only to itself, reversed this examiner and licensed that dam against 
the express public opinion of the people of the State of Washington. 

Senator Barrierr. You are not convinced, Mr. Biggs, I infer from 
what you said, that there is an absolute imperative need in respect to 
the development of the economy of the Pacific Northwest to build 
every dam which is proposed ? 

Mr. Biaes. I feel that we can have a balanced power development 
program and a balanced fishery development program. 

I, too, join in the statement previously made that the forecasts for 
power needs have almost invariably been found to be exaggerated; 
that the dire power emergencies which have been described have gen- 
erally speaking not occurred, 

Senator Barrierr. But won’t there be an accelerating need for 
power if these rapid population changes do come to pass / 

Mr. Biaes. I say to that, Senator, very likely so, but there is also 
in my mind a more greatly accelerated need to keep for our people 
an irreplaceable resource, our fishery resources 

It was stated here, I think you cited the ex: ample of: “Do we build 
something so everybody gets an opportunity to work 18 hours a day, 
or do they work comfortably and enjoy livi ing w ith their families and 
enjoy our great recreational opportunities?” I don’t think all of us 
want an intensive industrial economy. We do want one that provides 
a good living for everyone concerned. 

Senator Barrierr. I think though you suggested a situation awhile 
ago that simply does not exist, where perh: ps on a universal scale 
whole families went fishing together. That is not always so, is it? 

Mr. Biaes. Well I can only say this, in the State of W ashington 
we have around 214 million people, slightly more, and 600,000 people 
in the State purchase our fishing and “hunting licenses not counting 
those who go fishing for nothing on Milo Moore and his associates, 
and so it would seem to me that probably somewhere around 1 in 
3 or 1 in 4 persons is in some manner taking advantage of the outdoors. 

Senator Barrierr. Oh, I don’t doubt that. 

SenatorNeupercer. I just wonder for the record if these forecasts 
on power use are always wrong. Sometimes they are underestimated, 
isn’t that correct ? 
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Mr. Biaes. I think that that has been true, Senator. Power has 
been needed in the Pacific Northwest and will continue to be needed. 
Some of the power estimates have been on the conservative side. I 
think that equally probably more have been on the side of an antici- 
pated growth which is a rate of growth which has not occurred. 

Senator Nreusercer. Mr. Biggs, what we have to have is a balance. 
There are some people who would like to pour concrete across every 
river. In my opinion the Federal Power Commission is in that 
category. 

On the other hand, there are people who want no dams on any river, 
and somehow we have to try to achieve a balance. I think that is 
the problem of the Congress in this whole situation. 

Mr. Bices. We find our fish runs diminishing for reasons unknown 
to us. That is why we need more knowledge about fishery. It isn’t 
dams alone. The industrial development that has occurred alongside 
of them, the agricultural development, have all contributed to an 
environmental change that needs looking into very badly. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you for a very fine statement, Mr. Biggs, 
Now we will hear from our former associate, Mr. Milo Moore. 

Mr. Moore. I am Milo Moore, director of Washington State Depart- 
ment of Fisheries, 4015 20th Avenue West, Seattle, Wash. Senator 
Bartlett and Senator Neuberger, I would like to say I am very pleased 
that you have considered holding a hearing on fisheries here in an 
appropriate area at the mouth of the Columbia River. 

f first should say I am a former staff member of this committee, of 
which fact I am very proud. 

Senator Barrierr. So, too, are we. Weare proud of your service 
on the committee, Mr. Moore. 

Mr. Moore. Rather than take a long time in telling you about our 
views, we have submitted—the department of fisheries, along with the 
department of game—a statement involving the bills now before your 
committee affecting the Columbia River. But I would like to com- 
ment on just a few items in addition to the statement that we have 
presented. 

I call to your attention that we have members of the Oregon-Wash- 
ington legislative interim committees on the natural resources and 
fisheries here, who are very much interested in this hearing today. 

Senator Barrietr. We are happy to have them here and I hope 
they will be here this afternoon either to testify or so that we can 
get all their names in the record to show their presence at the hearing. 

Mr. Moore. It’s only in recent years, Senator, that we have been 
concerned or have looked closely to the real value of the Columbia 
River and other streams of our State in their contribution to fisheries 
of the coast. Tagging operations and marked fish released from the 
hatcheries from California, Oregon, Washington, Canada, and Alaska 
have shown that the Columbia River salmon migrate and are in the 
catch of fishermen from Cordova south to California, and in such 
numbers in the coastal fisheries that would exceed the catches of either 
Washington or Oregon. 

We have attempted in our State to step up our program in hatcheries 
to simplify the operation so as to improve the production in all areas. 
We are now studying the Columbia River from one end to the other 
to see what additional help we can give this resource. We have found 
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that there are 57 dams built on the river. There are 19 more dams in 
the process of planning and construction. There are only five or six 
important spawning areas left in the river’s entire water systems. If 
we keep on building facilities and do not set aside a few areas for 
salmon, we will end up with dams and no fish. 

Our hatchery system rearing program cannot compete with natural 
spawning. Natural spawning is a real contributing factor to main- 
taining our salmon runs. 

I would like to say to Senator Neuberger in regard to his comments 
on Idaho with the Senators from Idaho in his talks in the Senate. 
Idaho does have a great stake in fisheries. I would like to read off 
the catch of the Idaho sports fishermen on salmon alone within their 
State from tributaries to the Columbia River. 

An average of 47,000 fish have been taken over the last 5 years in 
Idaho by the sportsmen. 

In 1954, 29,550 salmon; 1955, 38,880; 1956, 42,697; and in 1957, 
78,195 salmon were taken by the sportsmen in Idaho. Now you can 
see that Idaho sportsmen have a great stake in the Columbia River 
salmon. 

In addition to that there is a steady stream of Idaho ranchers and 
miners and loggers and people over there headed for the coast to 
enjoy our fisheries. So it is a resource that is enjoyed by all the 
citizens of the Pacific coast. 

In addition I believe that we have around 400,000 salmon fishermen, 
sports salmon fishermen in our State alone, and some 19,000 com- 
mercial people directly in or indirectly involved in the industry, par- 
ticipate in this fishery. 

We are processing salmon that were shipped to all parts of the 
United States, and competing or supplying an important food for 
several millions of people. 

I believe that we haven’t lost everything. I believe that with an 
orderly construction of hydroelectric power reclamation dams and 
the setting aside of certain areas for fish so that we can plan for fish 
in the same manner as the dam builders plan for the future; that we 
can turn the tide and increase the runs of salmon if an all-out effort 
is made. 

As part of my testimony here today, I have something that I don’t 
think you can put in words. I have three packages on the stand 
over there. One of them is for Senator Bartlett, and one is for Sen- 
ator Neuberger and one for Harry Huse, your clerk. This is, I guess 
about the second best salmon in the world. I have to say second best 
because I also have tasted the Yukon salmon and being honest, Sen- 
ator, I don’t think I would dare say that this spring chinook salmon, 
one of the fattest fish in the world that goes way up the Salmon River 
700 or 800 miles to spawn, would be superior to the Yukon fish. I 
haven’t tasted canned salmon from the Yukon but I have had smoked 
salmon and it is out of this world. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Moore, you have redeemed yourself. 

Mr. Moore. Senator, I would say this, that if you would sample 
one of those cans of salmon, and this advice goes for each member of 
your committee, and then decide whether that is a product that we 
want to save for the American people. 





146 COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN FISHERY RESOURCES 


Senator Bartiterr. We shall do so with pleasure, and I think that 
Senator Neuberger and I would want to see that we gave two cans to 

each of the Idaho Senators. 

Mr. Moore. I have for you some books and I will send a copy to 
each sanaeilie: of the committee, showing the migration of salmon, who 
‘atches them, where they spawn. You'll have them for your com- 

mittee when you convene in January. 

Mr. Moore. In addition, not associated with this hearing, I would 
like to give both of you a report on international fisheries ‘abstention 
and agreements, which deals with the Japanese problem we had last 
week of which Al Day spoke. 

Senator Barrierr. I am especially glad to receive this, Mr. Moore, 

Mr. Moore. We are not only dealing with the Japanese here which 
may involve Pacific salmon, we are dealing with our Canadian neigh- 
bors and we are dealing with possibly the Russians or any other 
internationals that may want to fish 3 miles off our shores. 

(The books and report are placed in the files of S. 502.) 

Mr. Moore. Senator, we submitted in this joint report with the 

game department, a map showing the spawning areas left to us, to 
pr opagate natural salmon, and I think the map tells the story of what 
we have left to consider. If we can have just a few places, the Salmon 
River, as a sanctuary, and a few of those upper tributaries to build 
the salmon resources on, where no dams in the future will be built, I 
think we can plan with the lower rivers and maintain a resource that 
will meet the needs of this increased popahation flooding to the coast 
to participate in our fisheries. 

Senator Barrterr. With Senator Neuberger’s permission I would 
like to make a suggestion. 

Mr. Moore, I am sure that there will be a few questions at least, 
but chamber of commerce president, Mr. Abrahamsen, indicated a 12 
o’clock luncheon, so I think we had better go into recess now and 
reconvene at 1:30. Is that satisfactory to everyone? And if you will 
return to the stand then Mr. Moore, we will continue. 

For the record I wish to submit a statement for the Portland Gen- 
eral Electric Co., Portland, Oreg., submitted by Thomas W. Delzell. 

(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Mr. THOMAS W. DELZELL, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD AND CHIEF 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC CO., PORTLAND, OREG. 


This statement is presented by Portland General Electric Co., an electric 
utility which operates wholly within the State of Oregon. PGE serves approxi- 
mately 250,000 customers, including many of the major industrial, manufactur- 
ing, and commercial firms in regen. 

Our service area covers 2,700 square miles, mostly in the middle and lower 
Willamette Valley, and includes the cities of Portland and Salem. About one 
half of Oregon’s population resides in Our service area. The peakload on our 
system this year occurred in January and was 845,000 kilowatts. Average 
annual consumption of energy by residential users in our system exceeds 8,900 
kilowatt-hours. Revenues from these customers averaged 1.12 cents per kilo- 
watt hours during the past year. 

We are primarily dependent on hydroelectric resources for the power necessary 
to meet the requirements of our customers. PGE owns and operates hydroelectric 
systems on the Willamette, Clackamas, Bull Run, and Deschutes Rivers, with a 
total capacity of 331,000 kilowatts. In addition, we have 94,000 kilowatts of 
steam capacity which is primarily used for standby purposes. 
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Recently PGE negotiated contracts with various public utility districts in 
the State of Washington for purchase of power from projects these districts have 
constructed, or are constructing, on the Columbia River. These contracts ini- 
tially will assure PGE of over 500,000 kilowatts of dependable capacity. 

Since the development of Federal multiple-purpose projects in the Columbia 
Basin we have been a major purchaser of Federal power. In 1958, for example, 
these purchases amounted to about 70 percent of the energy consumed in our 
system. 

The members of this committee know, however, that the Federal power which 
PGE presently purchases is a disappearing resource. Federal Columbia River 
power is marketed under the terms of the Bonneville Act of 1937. 

Section 4A of the act, commonly known as the preference clause, provides that 
energy available from the Federal system must first be offered to public utility 
districts, municipalities, and cooperatives. 

In addition, this act provides that any power which is being sold to privately 
owned utility companies can be withdrawn on 5 years’ notice. Such notice has 
been given to Portland General Electric Co. and other private utilities in the 
Pacific Northwest. 

Attached at the conclusion of this statement is a copy of the minimum energy 
supply schedule delivered in September 1959, by the Bonneville Power Admin- 
istration to private electric utility purchasers. This schedule indicates that 
energy purchases by these companies will, during a critical water year, be re- 
duced to zero in 1966-67. Assured energy purchases will be inadequate for our 
requirements by 1963-64. 

Because this supply of Federal power is a disappearing resource, this com- 
pany and others must act promptly to provide power, not only to replace lost 
Federal power, but also to meet normal load growth. Our primary considera- 
tion is to provide energy in adequate amounts at the lowest possible cost. 

Obviously this requires maximum development of economic hydro projects. 
My company and other non-Federal utilities in the region are proceeding on that 
basis. One area which is receiving increasing consideration is the middle reach 
of the Snake River, roughly the area from Lewiston, Idaho, south to Hells 
Canyon. 

Any consideration of hydroelectric development~in this region must neces- 
sarily be conditioned by recognition of the multiple values in addition to power, 
which the Snake River system provides. One of these of great significance is 
the fishery resource, both commercial and sports. It is this resource with which 
the legislation we are now considering is directly concerted. 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 would declare a moratorium on all dam con- 
struction in this reach of the Snake River for 5 years, or until satisfactory 
answers are found to the problem of passing migratory fish around very high 
dams. S. 2586 would prohibit construction of dams higher than 100 feet on the 
Salmon River. 

This bill, however, does not necessarily preclude construction of projects such 
as Nez Perce on the Snake River. S. 1420 would give to the U.S. Fish and Wild- 
life Service authority amounting to power to veto any FPC license for a project 
which might affect fishery resources. 

Consideration of these legislative proposals is inseparable with consideration 
and understanding of the electric power situation in the Pacific Northwest. The 
following tabulation presents the power supply picture of the west group area 
of the Northwest Power Pool, substantially the States of Oregon, Washington, 
and Idaho. 

Yssentially this table shows that the region’s dependable power resources will, 
during a critical water year, be less than the area’s power requirements in 1965. 
During a year when water supplies are average, resources exceed requirements 
until 1969-70, but sound planning cannot be made on the basis of average or 
median water supplies. 

Because of the extensive leadtime required for hydroelectric projects, it is 
necessary that planning commence at least 5 years in advance of the time 
when new production will be required. 

As the table shows, the area will need 1 million kilowatts of new dependable 
capacity in 1965. This means that in order for the region to have adequate 
supplies of low-cost power in 1964-65, at least one major new project must be 
started in 1960. 

In an effort to meet this need Pacific Northwest Power Co., the stock of 
which is owned by my company, Pacific Power & Light Co., the Washington 
Water Power Co., and Montana Power Co., has applied for a license from the 
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Federal Power Commission to construct a project on the Snake River at the 
Mountain Sheep site. 

The Pacific Northwest Power Co. proposal calls for a project which would 
cost about $250 million, which would have an ultimate generating capacity of 
2 million kilowatts, which would provide 3,100,000 acre-feet of usable storage, 
and which would rise about 700 feet from bedrock. 

Mountain Sheep is located above the Salmon River and below the Imnaha River. 
We filed for this project because it is our opinion that High Mountain Sheep 
represents the optimum development of the Snake River’s resource potential. 

The arguments seem very clear. First, High Mountain Sheep will provide 
a vast block of new low-cost hydropower to the Northwest, and, if construction 
is started within 1 year, the power will be available almost exactly when 
needed. 

Second, in our opinion, the fishery problems at High Mountain Sheep are 
soluble and, in any event, are of minor significance when compared with the 
Salmon River. Third, High Mountain Sheep will not affect the Salmon River, 
which is the major salmon-producing stream in the Columbia Basin. 

Enactment of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 would delay construction of 
High Mountain Sheep for 5 years. As we have pointed out, a delay of this 
magnitude would cause severe damage to the Northwest’s ability to maintain 
adequate hydropower supplies. 

Our opposition to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 is limited to its moratorium 
section. PGE endorses and supports the principle of an expanded fishery re- 
search program, substantially as outlined in Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 
Fishery problems are not limited to the Snake River. Research and study 
in this field will be of inestimable value in the future. 

In this regard there is attached to this statement for information of the 
committee a description of the fish-protection facilities installed by this com- 
pany at its Pelton project on the Deschutes River in Oregon and the North 
Fork project on the Clackamas River, also in Oregon. 

Subject to directives of the Federal Power Commission, an evaluation of the 
facilities at Pelton is currently being conducted by PGE, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, and the fish and game commissions of Oregon. 

A similar study will be started soon at North Fork Dam. The tests and 
studies are expected to be concluded within 3 years. The total cost will be 
borne by Portland General Electric Co. 

Regarding S. 1420 and, S. 2586, PGE has no detailed comment at this time. 
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(A description of the fish-protection facilities installed by Portland General 
Electric Co., referred to in the above statement, is as follows:) 


RisuMé£ or FISH-FAcILIry OPERATIONS, PORTLAND GENERAL ELEcTRIC Co. PROJ- 
ECTS, OCTOBER 1959 


(By George J. Eicher, aquatic biologist) 
PELTON 


Facilities for fish protection at the Pelton project on the Deschutes River in- 
clude an overall spillway at the regulating dam to force fish directly into en- 
trances at either side. Each entrance, in addition to its normal transporta- 
tion flow, is provided with an auxiliary water supply to provide a 4-foot-per- 
second flow approximately 3% feet deep over the entrance gate which is 18 
feet wide. 

Fish entering the left-bank entrance go through a tunnel under the spillway 
apron and join those from the right-bank fishway at a junction pool. After 
a two-step raise in elevation, the fish reach a pool which may allow them to 
either proceed into a Buckley-type trap or proceed up the fishway, depending 
on the water source offered them. If the trap is in operation, the fish enter 
this structure and are transferred to a tank truck which transports them to a 
point in the reservoir about a mile upstream from the arch dam. 

If the ladder is in operation, the fish leave the pool in front of the trap 
and proceed under their own power the 2.8 miles up the fishway to the arch 
dam. This structure is 10 feet wide, 6 feet deep, and utilizes a flow of 43 cubic 
feet per second. Accommodation of a 7-foot reservoir drawdown is provided 
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by an orifice-control section consisting of 14 pools downstream from the arch 
dam. Exit into the reservoir is through a 5- by 8-foot orifice in the dam. 

Downstream migrant fish are offered egress from the lake by two methods. 
They may leave through the fishway exit and traverse the entire ladder down 
to its entrances. The principal means intended for their seaward migration, 
however, is an artificial outlet sometimes referred to as a “skimmer,” a name 
which has also of late been loosely applied to almost any structure for down- 
stream migrants. 

A flow of 200 cubic feet per second into the artificial outlet simulates a natural 
outlet. Such simulation also extends to the strategic location of the structure 
in the corner of the reservoir where the dam face, the reservoir shore, and the 
rising bottom all converge to effect a gentle velocity rise to the maximum em- 
ployed. At this time it is not known whether downstream migrants are actually 
attracted by such a flow when they come within its influence and follow it out 
of the lake or if they search a lake shore until they reach this flow which then 
carries them out without too much voluntary participation by the fish in the 
movement. 

By one of these processes, however, the fish proceed from the lake into the 
artificial outlet over a gate 15 feet wide in water approximately 3% feet deep. 
After passing through an entrance pool, they are carried by an increased velocity 
over an inclined-plane screen through which most of the water falls to be 
pumped back into the reservoir and thus saved for generation. 

A small portion, about 5 cubic feet per second, carries the fish over the end 
of the screen where they drop into a sump. A pipeline carries them from here 
to a point in the fishway just downstream of the orifice-control section, and 
they then travel on down the ladder to enter the river below the regulating dam. 

The ladder was put in operation in May of 1958. Prior to that time, the 
Buckley trap and tank truck had been employed since August 1956 to move 
the adult fish past the project. When first operated, the ladder moved numbers 
of spring chinook salmon and steelhead upstream until late in June when, 
coincident with formation of an algae bloom on the lake, use of the ladder by 
anadromous fish dwindled and halted. 

It was at first concluded that this was a rejection of higher temperatures in 
the ladder caused by its use of surface water, whereas the flow downstream of 
the project was substantially cooler due to the bottom placement of the pen- 
stock openings. 

Examinations of temperature records, however, revealed that the temperature 
differential between ladder and lower river at the time the ladder was used 
fairly well by fish shortly after it was opened, was as great or greater than 
at the time of complete rejection. 

This forced the conclusion that avoidance was probably due to some other 
factor of water quality only indirectly the result of temperature. In order to 
overcome this difficulty, pumping from depths of the reservoir near the penstock 
openings into the top pool of the ladder has been attempted in both 1958 and 
1959 on an experimental basis. 

Equipment difficulties in both years, however, have delayed the operation so 
far into fall weather and past the overturn period that the results have been 
inconclusive. There has been some indication in the 1959 work, however, that 
some fish did move during periods of pumping better than with normal surface 
water. 

It is quite possible that this difficulty may be overcome biologically. Since 
the downstream migrants traverse the ladder, many of them after onset of the 
algae bloom, they may be sufficiently conditioned to this type of water to seek 
it on their return, or at least not reject it. 

In any event, the movement of upstream migrant fish is not significantly 
impaired by the phenomenon, as they are trapped and hauled whenever it ap- 
pears to occur. The source of water for the trap is the regulating pool; this 
is essentially the same as lower river water. 

There is a slight indication that steelhead may be more inclined to reject 
the surface water than do Chinook salmon. Steelhead also demonstrate the 
tendency formed elsewhere to take up residence in the ladder during the winter 
periods of low temperature and slight movement. Examination of the ladder, 
after movement through the counting station at the ladder head had virtually 
ceased in March, found 110 steelhead in the length of the structure. They 
seemed to move on through readily, however, when the flow was reduced to 
that only passing through the orifices of the weirs. 
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Counts of fish in 1957, 1958, and to September 30, 1959, are shown by the 
table below: , 








Year | Steelhead Chinook Blueback 
aoe bit dbancibhetidk th adesucacect = no aiewo’ 1,028 | 587 29 
itibbehsenpnnncihiearanaiceemsidasiees Saoae aie 1, 458 | 466 61 
i iiteetisebsa etn heed ebinniteltiine doctcss Leads aeakt bs 576 | 509 96 


The artificial outlet was not placed in operation early enough in 1958 to be 
used by dowustream-migrant fish. Large numbers were seen in the ladder which 
commenced early enough to be used by steelhead and some blueback, although no 
Chinook were seen in it. 

Provision for downstream migration was made earlier by spilling 500 cubic 
feet per second every evening from 7 p.m. to 10 p.m. ‘This seems to have passed 
fish, as many were seen in the regulating reservoir, even including some spent 
adult steelhead. 

During the past season, approximately 20 percent of the adult Chinook salmon 
using the facilities were grilse which had gone to sea in 1958, mostly via the 
spillway since none were seen in the ladder. 

The tirst use of the artificial outlet my anadromous species occurred in late 
November of 1958 when Chinook salmon fingerlings and some trout began to move 
through. A small peak of 712 Chinook was reached in the second week of Decem- 
ber following which small numbers averaging less than 100 per week trickled 
through until the first week of April when the movement began in earnest and 
reached a peak during the last 3 weeks of April and the first 2 weeks of May. 

The largest single day’s count was 2,237 Chinook, 118 steelhead, and 105 trout 
on April 29. Counts declined in late May, gradually decreased through June, 
and ceased in early July. To June 380 the totals included 55,689 Chinook, 8,166 
steelhead, and 7,419 trout, some of which may also have been steelhead since 
absolute delineation of these is difiicult. In addition, an unknown number 
descended through the ladder exit. 

The proportion of downstream migrants accommodated by the facilities in 
relation to the total potential movement is not known; however, there are indi- 
cations that success may have been quite high. Early in the season before sig- 
nificant numbers were being counted, the fish were not in evidence in the reser- 
voir. As the movement peaked, they were to be seen in abundance. 

When the counts dropped off, so did signs of fish in the lake, and when move- 
ment ceased, few were to be found. The outmigration of Chinook was almost 
entirely the progeny of the 557 fish hauled past the project in 1957. According 
to calculations based on numbers of eggs expected and other biological factors, 
the count of migrants, even excluding the unknown numbers using the ladder 
exit, represents a survival of over 7 percent to this stage, which would be very 
good if this were all of the fish migrating. 

If any substantial numbers used the ladder exit or did not move through the 
project area at all, the survival of this brood would have to be phenomenal. 
Similar comparisons cannot be developed for steelhead because their brood year 
and year of movement is not so clearly defined, and the total 1956 run of this 
species is not known. 

NORTH FORK 


Fish-passage facilities at the North Fork passage project on the Clackamas 
River near Portland are the most elaborate and extensive in existence. Prior to 
construction of North Fork Dam, two smaller dams existed downstream from 
that site and had inadequate facilities for upstream-migrant fish and none 
for downstream migrants, save the turbines and occasional spill. 

The new system includes an improved entrance system at the River Mill Dam 
fishladder which takes the upstream-moving adults past this structure. On 
arriving at Cazadero Dam, the second in the complex, a new 1.7-mile-long fish- 
way takes them over this structure and North Fork Dam too. 

A Buckley trap is provided a short distance up the ladder from the entrance 
for use whenever desirable or necessary. The fishway is essentially the same 
as that at Pelton. A single entrance is adequate since the ladder flow is nor- 
mally the only one entering the pool below Cazadero Dam. 











COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN FISHERY RESOURCES 151 


An elaborate system to provide auxiliary attraction and transportation flows 
during times of spill has thus far not proven necessary. Because of construc- 
tion delays, the ladder operated through two winter spillway seasons without 
these auxiliary flows, and even with spills up to 22,000 cubic feet per second 
there was no detectable hesitation in fish movement into the ladder. <A rather 
complex structure at North Fork Dam serves as an artificial outlet for down- 
stream migrants, screens the intial 1,000 cubic feet per second of spill, and 
accommodates the exit of upstream migrants through a 10-foot range of forebay 
fluctuation. 

As in the case at Pelton, a pumped flow of 200 cubic feet per second is em- 
ployed in the downstream-migrant facilities. The method used is quite different 
however. Fish leave the lake through a deep channel in a flow combining the 
pumped water with 48 cubie feet per second of ladder supply. They may pro- 
ceed directly into the ladder through a 3-by-4-foot orifice provided for upstream 
migrants or move along a steeply angled line of screens into a bypass that takes 
them into the ladder. 

In the Cazadero Dam vicinity, a separator structure shunts the fish from the 
ladder into a bypass while permitting normal upstream migration of adult fish. 
The bypass introduces them into a 20-inch conduit, which takes them to a point 
just below River Mill Dam, 5 miles downstream. By this almost 7-mile-long 
system, downstream-migrant fish are moved past all three dams without exposure 
to the turbines. 

It is not possible at this time to accurately ascertain the efficiency of the 
downstream-migrant facilities in removing fish from the lake; however there 
are no indications that they are any less effective than those at the Pelton 
project. 

They were placed in operation March 19 and immediately began taking small 
numbers of fish, averaging less than 30 per day. This gradually built up until 
the last week of April when a very great increase began. 

The peak count occurred on May 6 when 756 silvers, 3,129 steehead, and 20 
trout were enumerated. The peak was more intense but shorter than at Pelton, 
dwindling off and virtually ceasing by June 30. Totals to that date included 
15,318 silvers, 4,345 Chinook, and 37,680 steelhead. 

Counts of adult fish totaled 555 silvers, 1,686 steelhead, and 460 Chinook in the 
1958-59 season. As at Pelton, midsummer rejection of the ladder by upstream- 
migrant Chinook was noted both at North Fork and River Mills Dams. Trapping 
and hauling was performed at North Fork, but those at River Mill were not 
moved until fall weather prompted them to proceed on their own. 

(Letter from Administrator, U.S. Department of the Interior, Bonneville 
Power Administration, Portland, Oreg., together with attachments, follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 

BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION, 
Portland, Oreg., August 11, 1959. 

Mr. D. R. McCune, 

President, Pacific Power & Light Co., 

Portland, Oreg. 

Mr. FRANK M. WARREN, Jr., 

President, Portland General Electric Co., 

Portland, Oreg. 

Mr. FRANK MCLAUGHLIN, 

President, Puget Sound Power & Light Co., 

Seattle, Wash. 

Mr. K. M. Rogrnson, 

President, The Washington Water Power Co., 

Spokane, Wash. 

Mr. BE. K. ALBERT, 

President, California-Pacific Utility Co., 

San Francisco, Calif. 

GENTLEMEN: Pursuant to contracts Nos. 14-03-001-10571 through 14-03-001-— 
10575, and contract No. 14-03-001—10944, notice is hereby given that the attached 
minimum energy supply schedule No. 7 (exhibit A) supersedes minimum en- 
ergy supply schedule No. 6, generator schedule No. 7, (exhibit B) supersedes 
generator schedule No. 6, and industrial requirements schedule No. 6 (exhibit 
C) supersedes industrial requirements schedule No. 5. 

Changes have been made in the minimum energy supply schedule to conform 
to changes in the generator schedule and to presently estimated loads and re- 
sources of public bodies, cooperatives, and Federal agencies. 


In accordance with 
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applicable law and section 8(b) (6) of the above numbered contract, a 5-year 
pullback notice relative to the electric energy likely to be needed to satisfy the 
requirements of public bodies, cooperatives, and Federal agencies was sent you 
on August 16, 1954, August 11, 1955, and August 10, 1956, and also is hereby 
repeated. 

In accordance with section 9(h) of the above-mentioned contracts notice is 
hereby given that the Government will be able to supply the power requirements 
to which each of the purchasers to whom this notice is directed is entitled under 
the above-mentioned contracts for the next contract year plus the 3 successive 
contract years of 1960-61, 1961-62, and 1962-63. 


Sincerely yours, 





BxHIsBiIt A 


Wma. A. PEARL, Administrator. 


Sept. 16 to Apr. 15 of the following fiscal years: 


1965-65 
1965-66 
1966-67 
1967-68 
1968-69 
1969-70 
1970-71 
1971-72 


1972-73 


EXHIBIT B 


Thousands of 
kilowatt-hours 
2, 879, 808 
2, 742, 482 
2, 686, 464 
2, 218, 368 
1, 923, 264 

941, 280 
213, 696 


941, 280 
910, 752 
35, 616 


Generator schedule No. 7, U.S. Columbia River power system, Aug. 3, 1959 


Projects under construction 





The Dalles: 


Unit 
Unit 
Unit 
Unit 
Unit 
Unit 


No. 9 
No. 
No. 
No. 
No. 
No. 
Hills Creek: Units Nos. 1 and 2.| 
Ice Harbor: Units Nos. 1, 2, and 3 
Cougar: Units Nos. 1 and 2-__-_- 


John Day: 


Units ! 


Unit 


Unit } 


Unit 
Unit 
Unit 
Unit 
Unit 
Unit 
Unit 
Unit 


No. 
No. 
No. 
No. 
No. 
No. 


Nos. 1 and 2.........- 





w 


do 


do 


Snake 


South Fork, McKenzie River Berea. 


Columbia River- 


sasss 
al 
\aiaong 


G0. « . 
..do. 


ae 
do... 


Stream 


Columbia River... ..--.- 


“Middle Fork, Willamette River.- 


River - 





| of kilowatts) }| 


Cumulative 
nameplate 
rating 
(thousands 


ht pt 
Ice ES 


ze 


= 
o¢ 
ae 
° 





304. 4 | 


Date scheduled 


September 1959. 
November 1959. 
February 1960. 
May 1960. 
August 1960. 
November 1960. 
November 1961. 


| December 1961. 


November 1962. 


June 1967. 
August 1967. 


| October 1967. 


December 1967. 


| February 1968, 


April 1968. 
June 1968. 


|} August 1968. 


October 1968. 


| December 1968. 


February 1969. 





1 Manufacturer’s rating and does not necessarily represent maximum capability. 
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ExHrsit C 


Industrial requirements schedule No. 6 














Date of | Contract 
Industrial customers Contract number expiration | demand in 
of contract kilowatts 
Aluminum Co. of America: 
Vancouver..---- J uslb ite ica daiaemen eeeaied Ee GIO ss coc neaseecss | Oct. 30,1971 136, 000 
cere an eed she nd inn patneel BDD-BIAG.... « cnceascwes May 22, 1971 120, 000 
Armeoae mr CO. - oe go ccc cicccaccccose 14-03-001-11340__.-....| Feb. 21, 1975 111, 000 
COP Cok Oasis ca ccwsescdacnnonewaenke 14-03-001-10712.__._.-- } Jan. 15,1974 18, 720 
Crown Zellerbach Corp.........--............--...| Ibp-5433 ee Dec. 18, 1967 6, 200 
Hanna Nickel Smelting Co---............----.-----] 14-03-001-10948__......| June 30, 1973 65, 000 
ee bakaetdodseoems 14-03-001-13892___.....| Aug. 31, 1960 2, 080 
Harvey Aluminum (The Dalles)-..---...-.--------} 14-03-001-11965___...._| Sept. 13, 1975 1 60, (0) 
Kaiser Aluminum & Chemical Corp.: 
GU SIE PINNO occa sawesnncccusncaneavene 14-03-001-10597_.....-- | Sept. 30, 1973 189, 000 
Spokane rolling mill ‘ ae ee ac 14-03-001-10596_.......| Sept. 30, 1973 35, 000 
‘Tacoma reduction Scio a ka Sainn a concn apa | ec Sept. 30, 1973 50, 000 
Keokuk Electro-Metals Co Sa cee aor aenae = 14-03-001-11159___.._- | July 26, 1793 7, 300 
Pacific Carbide & Alloys Co_--- ae Lee .--| 14-03-001-11499____....| June 30, 1973 3, 250 
BO cos ae : ti .---| 14-03-001-13830- - - - -- Aug. 31, 1960 7 
Pacific Northwest Alloys, Inc............-...-..... 14-03-001-12627__..---- June 30, 1973 13, 000 
Pennsalt of Washington division...................] Ibp-6868 eee ee 13, 600 
BP el ti ash eakcd<teaspanethsacneianneed -| Supplement 2 to | Aug. 31, 1960 6, 000 
Ibp-6868. 
Wi BINig 88 oo ides bk cicada dad eubehadekeades a eee eee Oct. 14, 1968 2, 300 
Reynolds Metals Co.: 
RMU IES oo. c-) cee eeakideedbsaneneaees Sweaters FOP Ts oss cccenusud Oct. 2,1970 123, 000 
‘Troutdalé.....-.. sue eeencs onl AE and < seanenon ike Oct. 2,1970 79, 100 
Union Carbide & Carbon Corp., electro-metal- | Ibp-2199__........--- | May 29, 1961 7, 500 
lurgical. 
be oe lero acca saga daniel atan td mee ied ei | 14-03-001--13891_______- Aug. 31, 1960 1, 500 
Victor Chemical Works.--- saad Pe | 14-03-001-11465__.__-- Aug. 31,1973 31, 200 
hei mice Siete a ieee ieee a cies aca 14-03-001-13836-....--- Aug. 31, 1960 4, 800 
PEE ci ceccdeaccccaeodenusacnadesceoadensmnnheweremmesaenagpeenecue nee 1, 086, 300 
1 At plant. 


Senator Barruett. For the record I wish to insert a statement from 
Lee Lemlem, president, Washington Lower Columbia River Sports- 
men’s Council. 

(Statement follows:) 

BINGEN, WASH., November 8, 1959. 


The Chairman and Members of the Senate Subcommittee, Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. 


GENTLEMEN: This organization, consisting of conservation clubs in Klickitat, 
Skamania, Clark, Cowlitz Counties, are definitely interested in S. 1420, S. 2586, 
and Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 even though they are not written to apply to 
this region. The great salmon and steelhead runs which migrate to and from the 
Snake, Salmon, and other upstream rivers migrate through this area. 

A great number of our members earn their living, wholly or in part, by this 
fishery. They fish for a living, own sporting goods stores, operate gasoline sta- 
tions, sell marine equipment, operate food establishments, or have some other 
business which are supported to a large extent by fishing. Of course, a large 
segment of our members are sports fishermen and they patronize these businesses. 
Salmon and steelhead fishing have a great part in the economy of these five 
counties. 

If Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 were modified to include the Clearwater 
River, the Grande Ronde, and the Salmon River and the date of June 30, 1964, 
were eliminated, it would be a great bill from a fish conservation standpoint. 
We would suggest that no specific date be considered but base this point on the 
date of the report made by the Secretary of the Interior. 


45447—60—pt. 26 
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We cannot possibly see how a research program of this kind, which is so 
complex, can have a specified date in which to complete the projects. Research 
can have urgency, but no one can predict when it will be accomplished. 

Commenting on the other two bills, we suggest that S. 1420 be left as it is now 
written and passed without the crippling amendment. We also suggest that S. 
2586 be amended to delete any reference to permitting dams in the Salmon 
River and be written to make this river an actual sanctuary. 

If the interest of safeguarding an entire resource, we would suggest that Con- 
gress consider passing a sanctuary bill which would include the Okanogan River, 
Methow River, Entiat River, and the Wenatchee River, all in Washington. 
These rivers make a contribution to the fishery of the Columbia River system and 
as such should also be considered. 

Artificial propogation supplements natural spawning grounds but hatcheries 
cannot replace natural spawning grounds. This point is concurred in by most 
fish biologists. 

We certainly hope that the committee will give due consideration to our 
recommendations. 

Please make this letter a part of the hearing at Astoria, Oreg. 

Respectfully submitted. 

LEE LEMLEM, 
President, Washington Lower Columbia River Sportsmen’s Council. 


Senator Barrierr. For the record I wish to insert a statement from 
the Washington Wildlife League, Vancouver Chapter, Vancouver, 
Wash., signed by Ray Stewart, President, Vancouver Wildlife League. 

(Statement follows :) 


VANCOUVER CHAPTER, WASHINGTON WILDLIFE LEAGUE, 
Vancouver, Wash., November 10, 1959. 
The Chairman and members, Senate subcommittee, Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

GENTLEMEN: In November 1957, the Vancouver Chapter, Washington Wildlife 
League, passed a resolution which requested that section 4 of the Federal Power 
Act be amended to give the Fish and Wildlife Service the same authority to 
approve fish passage facilities in federal Power Commission licensed dams as the 
act gives the Department of the Army to approve boat locks, ete. 

This resolution was submitted to the Washington State Sportsmen’s Council 
where it was concurred in and submitted to the Congress in December 1957. 
Subsequently S. 3185 was written containing almost the same verbage as the 
resolution. 

Our organization was deeply concerned about the apparent disregard given 
to testimony at hearings regarding the fish passage problem. We still feel 
that other Federal departments such as the Department of the Interior and the 
Fish and Wildlife Service, who have specialists in this field, should, by statute, 
have a more prominent part in the decisions by the Federal Power Commission, 
especially in cases where anadramous fish are concerned. 

S$. 1420, which is a rewrite of S. 3185, is an even better bill than we had in 
mind in 1957. We especially approve that portion which requires the Congress 
to act on the recommendations of the Secretary of the Interior. We urge the 
Congress to pass S. 1420, without the amendment. 

We are definitely in accord with the intent of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 
with the exception of the date of June 30, 1964. We feel that, considering the 
history of this kind of research, it will be obvious to everyone that the problems 
cannot be solved by that date. 

The resolution, when passed by the Congress, should also carry an appropria- 
tion so that research can be started immediately and then fully financed until 
completion of the research. We trust that the committee will eliminate or at 
least extend the due date for the final report several years so that a thorough 
study can be made. 

The Salmon River sanctuary bill, S. 2586, we feel, is not a sanctuary Dill. 
Our concept of a salmon sanctuary is one that does not contain retarding dams 
or obstructions of any kind to fish passage. We feel that the bill, as now 
written, invites dam construction and with statutory protection. We hardly feel 
that the bill will give fish protection of any kind. 
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The dams in this river would be considered low dams but any dam reduces 
the number of migrating fish past that point, going either upstream or down- 
stream. 

We are well aware of the pending need for electricity in the Northwest, but 
we are also well aware of the need to protect another resource, the fishery. 

We are certain that a great amount of electricity will be produced on the 
main stem of the Columbia when negotiations with Canada are completed. We 
cannot see the sense of jeopardizing the Salmon River spawning grounds just 
to get electricity when it can and will be produced in large amounts due to the 
upstream Columbia River developments. 

This organization respectfully requests your committee to give a great amount 
of thought to the fish problem of the Northwest and amend the bills so that the 
anadromous fish of the Columbia River Basin will actually receive protection. 

Request that this letter be made a part of the hearing. 

Respectfully yours, 
RAY STEWART, 
President, Vancouver Wildlife League. 


Senator Barrterr. We will enter into the record at this point arti- 
cles from the Sunday Oregonian and the Oregon Journal. 
(‘The newspaper articles referred to follow :) 


[From the Sunday Oregonian, Nov. 8, 1959] 
SALMON RIVER MORATORIUM JUSTIFIED 


The Inland Empire Waterways Association maintained a traditional position 
of supporting earliest possible construction of navigation and power dams in the 
Columbia Basin when it voted at Lewiston, Idaho, Tuesday to oppose Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35. This measure, proposed by Northwest Senators and 
supported by some fishery conservation groups and public power groups, calls 
for a moratorium on dam building in the Snake River and its tributaries from 
below the Nez VPerce site to the Hells Canyon Dam site licensed to Idaho 
Power Co. 

A Senate Subcommittee will conduct hearings on the resolution this week at 
Astoria and Lewiston. While the public power spokesmen appear to be vir- 
tually united in supporting a moratorium, fishery spokesmen are divided. 
Their motivations, of course, are different. 

Pacific Northwest Power Co., a combination of four private utilities, has an 
amended application before the Federal Power Commission for a million-kilo- 
watt high dam at the Mountain Sheep site, which lies in the area where dam 
building would be suspended by Senate Concurrent Resolution 35—in the Snake 
River above the confluence of [daho’s Salmon River and just below the entrance 
of Oregon’s Imnaha River. The applicant has published elaborate plans for fish 
passage, including a separate facility for Imnaha River salmon and steeihead. 

In rejecting a previous application by the same utilities for dams at Pleasant 
Valley and a Mountain Sheep site above the Imnaha River, the FPC noted the 
superiority of the Nez Perce Dam from the standpoint of power production and 
downstream power, flood control and navigation benefits. But the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers recommended a dam at the Mountain Sheep site, while hold- 
ing in abeyance a dam in the Salmon River itself, at the lower canyon site, pend- 
ing solution of the fish passage problem. 

Mountain Sheep and lower canyon would have benefits comparable to a single 
dam at Nez Perce, which would block the Snake River just below the Salmon 
River confluence. 

Those who believe the Federal Government should build the great Nez Perce 
Dam, after a period in which they assume the fish passage problem will be 
solved, look upon the moratorium resolution as a device to save Nez Perce by 
preventing the EPC from licensing Mountain Sheep in the same reservoir area. 

Some fish conservationists also adopt this view, on the theory that no more 
dams should be built in the Snake watershed until there is proof of feasibility 
of the fish “skimmer” at Brownlee Dam above Hells Canyon, or elsewhere. 

But others, including the Washington fisheries director and Washington Game 
Commission, see Mountain Sheep as the lesser of two evils and have declared in 
favor of its construction. Their goal is to save the Salmon River, the greatest 
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producer of anadromous fish. Apparently, they would choose to fight the lower 
canyon project when and if there is a specific proposal to build it. 

It is significant of the mounting public pressure for positive steps by public 
and private interests to save the Columbia Basin’s great fishery resource that 
all parties to this controversy—private utilities, public power agencies and fish 
and game spokesmen—are supporting the professed purpose of the moratorium. 

That is to buy time in which a crash program for fishery research, particularly 
in high dam passage. can be started and completed. Congress last session re- 
fused to appropriate $700,000 to launch this program, sponsored by the Columbia 
Basin Interagency Committee. 

Efforts will be renewed in January to obtain at least $1 million a year for 
such research and experimentation to continue until solutions are in hand or the 
task has proved insurmountable. 

Our own belief is that the middle Snake moratorium bill covers too much 
ground. A reasonable compromise—which might not be acceptable to those 
who stand for Nez Perce Dam or nothing—would be a moratorium which would 
prevent a high-dam blockade of the Salmon River, either by Nez Perce or by 
lower canyon dam in the Salmon itself. In the meantime all efforts should be 
concentrated on getting the fish research program rolling, and in studying the 
fish passage plans for Mountain Sheep to determine their adequacy in the light 
of present knowledge. 

A Salmon River moratorium would not bind the hands of a subsequent Con- 
gress. But it would prevent the FPC from licensing lower canyon or any other 
dam in that most valuable fish river pending a lifting of the ban. A Salmon 
River moratorium should have an open end, and not be for a specific term of 
years. 

Congress then would be required to take responsible action to end the ban on 
a showing of proof of feasibility of fish passage. 





[From the Oregon Journal, Nov. 9, 1959] 
MOUNTAIN SHEEP OR NEZ PERCE 


Controversy over further development of the middle Snake River is beset by 
many complexities, but one simple fact appears to be emerging : 

The next big project to be constructed in that stretch of the river will be 
either Nez Perce or high Mountain Sheep. 

Purely from the standpoint of power and flood control, there is no doubt in 
anybody’s mind that Nez Perce, wanted by public power groups, is the su- 
perior project. The Federal Power Commission indicated its liking for Nez 
Perce when it denied the Pacific Northwest Power Co. licenses to build Pleas- 
ant Valley and low Mountain Sheep Dams. 

But Nez Perce is a fighting term to fishery and conservation interests because 
the dam would block the Salmon River, a spawning stream for more than 30 
percent of the Columbia River salmon runs. They would resist to the bitter end 
any effort to build this great project. 

This problem dissuaded PNP (a combination of Pacific Power & Light, Port- 
land General Electric, Washington Water Power, and Montana Power) from 
turning to Nez Perce when the FPC rejected its Pleasant Valley and low Moun- 
tain Sheep application. There can be little doubt that if the fish problem did 
not exist, PNP would jump at the chance to build Nez Perce. 

Instead, it has turned to high Mountain Sheep, located above the mouth of the 
Salmon but below the Imnaha. It has an application before the FPC and the 
time for hearings is approaching. 

High Mountain Sheep is an excellent project in its own right from the stand- 
point of power and storage, although storage for flood control is not so impor- 
tant a factor on the main stem of the Snake, the best controlled stream in the 
United States. 

It would be 590 feet high, highest dam in the United States and second highest 
in the world. It would produce ultimately 2 million kilowatts. Its usable 
storage capacity would be 3 million acre-feet. The dam and transmission lines 
would cost $250 million . 

The fish problem it would create for the main stem of the Snake would not be 
much greater than already exists by reason of the Idaho Power Co. dams. It 
would create a new fish problem for the Imnaha, a relatively minor fish stream, 
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which PNP seeks to solve with a 15-mile canal diverting most of the flow of 
the Imnaha to a point below the dam. 

Nobody can judge how successful this will be, but fish biologists are much 
intrigued by the plan. 

High Mountain Sheep was included by the Corps of Engineers in its revised 
308 report. The engineers chose it over Nez Perce solely on the basis of concern 
for the fish of the Salmon River. This choice was upheld by an engineering 
review board in Washington. 

It would be wrong to say that fish and conservation people are happy about 
high Mountain Sheep. They are not happy about any dam. But many of 
them will concede that it’s either going to be high Mountain Sheep or Nez Perce, 
and they’ll take Mountain Sheep. 

An indication of this came last February when the Oregon division of the 
Izaak Walton League withdrew its previously stated objection to Mountain 
Sheep and asked that the Salmon River be made a sanctuary. 

Fish interests are also backing away from the proposal for a 5-year mora- 
torium on dam construction, believing that a moratorium inevitably would mean 
Nez Perce. They are convinced that neither 5 years nor any other stated 
period can guarantee a solution to the peculiar problems posed by a dam at the 
Nez Perce, which are more complex than the height of the structure alone. 

Fish conservationists would like to see the Salmon remain a sanctuary for- 
ever. If this were to happen, high Mountain Sheep would still be an economic, 
justifiable project on its own. But if advances in fish passage later justified 
damming of the Salmon, this could be done with separate projects which would 
bring greater total benefits than Nez Perce alone. 

If the FPC should reject high Mountain Sheep, there is the very real pros- 
pect that PNP will turn to Nez Perce to meet the anticipated power loads of the 
next decade or two. Weighing all the factors, and considering the high value 
of the Salmon River fishery, it seems to us that approval of high Mountain 
Sheep would be a logical decision. 


Senator Barrierr. At this time we will recess until the hour of 1 :30 
p.m. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, a recess was taken until 1:30 p.m., this 
day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Barrterr. The committee will be in order. We will recall 
Mr. Milo Moore. 

Mr. Moore, what arrangement is there for fishing in the Colum- 
bia insofar as the people of the two States are concerned? Do you 
have an agreement between Washington and Oregon ? 

Mr. Moore. Yes, we have a concurrent jurisdiction in the manage- 
ment of fisheries with Oregon. This law was passed around 1921, I 
believe. It was an act by the legislatures of the two States ratified 
by Congress. Each year we meet several times to regulate the various 
seasons of the Columbia River and our staffs are continually meeting 
with regard to these problems. 

Senator Barrierr. A citizen of Washington can fish anywhere on 
the Columbia and the reverse is true of a citizen of Oregon ? 

Mr. Moore. Yes, on a concurrent jurisdiction. 

Senator Bartterr. How does this work out ? 

Mr. Moore. It works out very fine. Very well. 

Senator Bartrierr. Mr. Moore, do you believe these salmon runs 
can be restored ¢ 

Mr. Moore. I believe that the runs of salmon into the various rivers, 
particularly in the lower tributaries can be built up to much greater 
population than now exists in some of the streams. 

Our increase in certain runs, particularly those where we have had 
hatcheries, planting of streams, have shown increases in the runs. We 
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have taken with Oregon, more desperate regulations on our fishermen 
to allow additional escapement the last 2 years which is a big help to 
building up the runs. 

Senator Bartierr. How many cases of salmon were packed here 
in 1958 or don’t you use that as a descriptive term 

Mr. Moore. I don’t think we can measure the Columbia River fish- 
eries in number of cases any longer, because so much of it goes to the 
fresh market. I believe around 20-million pounds would be an aver- 
age take for Washington, Oregon and the coastal fisheries and then 
in addition to that we have the sport fisheries and too the salmon that 
are caught originating in the Columbia River from California to 
Alaska. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, Mr. Moore. 

Do you have any questions to put to Mr. Moore, Senator Neuberger ? 

Senator Neupercer. Senator Bartlett, I want to thank Mr. Moore 
for including in the hearing record those very useful figures on the 
importance of the sport fishery to the State of Idaho. I think they 
will help to emphasize the very great stake which Idaho’s people have 
in the preservation of this Columbia River Basin salmon fishery. 

I think these are very useful and I desire to express my gratitude 
to Mr. Moore for including them. 

That is all that I have to say. 

Senator Barrierr. I should like to say additionally that no man 
at any time anywhere has been more dedicated to the cause of fish 
conservation in my opinion than Milo Moore. He has worked de- 
votedly, unflaggingly, and with great effect in this subject so dear to 
his heart and so important to the people of all the Pacific Northwest. 

Mr. Moore. Senator Bartlett, 1 would like to say that in working 
with the U.S. Senate and your committee, that I have found the Sen- 
ators were really interested in the welfare of fisheries throughout the 
United States. I believe that your committee is one hope that we 
have to get the proper legislation to balance out our regulations and 
to keep this fisheries resource on a yield which will be of benefit to 
most people. 

Thank you. 

Senator Barrterr. In that connection I think that we are partic- 
ularly fortunate in having as chairman of this great and powerful 
committee, Warren G. Magnuson, who comes from the Northwest. 
The Northwest generally isn’t favored with a chairmanship of these 
powerful committees, but in this case we are and that means much to 
us, of course. 

Mr. Moore. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, Mr. Moore. 

Senator Neupercer. I just wanted to note for the hearing record 
that I am very pleased to see back this afternoon the students of the 
Star of the Sea School. 

Senator Bartlett mentioned at luncheon that this was one way of 
bringing the U.S. Government to the grassroots because so many 
people in the vast Nation cannot go to the seat of our National Gov- 
ernment, and I think it is espec ially fine that some students have 
come here to see the subcommittee at work, because they are the people 
who are most involved in the decisions that the Senate and the House 
and the President will make on this issue, and I am glad that the hear- 
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ing record indicates that students from the Star of the Sea School 
are here. I think the record should be complete. 

Are there students here from any other Astoria school or any other 
school in the Astoria vicinity ? 

(No response. ) 

Senator Neupercer. Well, I think it is fine that at least this one 
school has the future citizens of the United States witnessing the sub- 
committee taking this testimony. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you, Senator Neuberger. 

Because he is required to leave very shortly, to attend to business 
elsewhere, and because he represents an organization which contains 
for the chairman a magic name, and because he knows so much about 
salmon, I am going to call out of order, George Johansen of the 
Alaska Fishermen’s Union. 

Mr. Jonansen. Mr. Chairman, Senator Neuberger, ladies and gen- 
tlemen and friends of the fishing industry, I am George Johansen, 
Alaska Fishermen's Union, Seattle, Wash.; it is a great “pleasure for 
me to have the opportunity to say a few words about salmon to the 
Subcommittee on Fisheries of America. I have had the privilege on 
many occasions to testify before the committee, and I have always 
found the committee to be understanding of the fishermen’s problems 
and willing to render their best possible help in solving some of these 
problems. 

We have a problem on the Columbia River which is as critical as any 
problems we have faced in the past. This problem is not easily solved. 
I believe, however, that because of the fact that we have a national 
resource involved, we can perhaps get the cooperation of other Sen- 
ators from neighboring States to help us in this problem. 

Salmon is a product that is consumed by all people in all States. It 
is also a fish that sportsmen from all States participate in catching. It 
is an important product as far as the commercial fisheries in the Co- 
lumbia River Basin is concerned. 

So we like to and hope that you will do everything you can to help 
us to save this resource. I am not going to go into a lengthy state- 
ment, I think that you have had a mass of detailed figures here that 
you can go by, so I am just going to give a general br ief statement on 
it as I see it. 

I am pleased to have the opportunity to render brief testimony on 
the problems before this committee pertaining to the Columbia River 
Basin. Due to the fact that much detailed testimony has been given, 
we will confine ourselves to a general statement. 

The Columbia River is perhaps one of the most productive salmon 
rivers in the world. It is also one of the most productive rivers in the 
Nation, as far as power and power developments are concerned. While 
development of water _— is commendable and needed to supply the 
industrial expansion, we also have a problem of preserving a great 
natural resource; n: aid that of the Chinook and other species of 
salmon which use the Columbia River as a gateway to their spawning 
grounds. 

During the past several years, there have been over 50 dams built 
for water diversion and various power projects. In addition to those 
dams already built, there are several more contemplated. When we 








160 


COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN FISHERY RESOURCES 





consider the obstructions which have been placed on the Columbia, we 
cannot but wonder that we have any fish left at this time. Of course, 
there has been costly installations of fishways and fish ladders, which 
in some instances have provided the means for the fish to get around 
the dams. However, approximately three-fourths of the available 
spawning grounds have been flooded out and it appears to us that 
additional dams which will flood the remaining spawning areas will 
render future investments in fish ladders unnecessary, because without 
proper spawning grounds, the resource is doomed to extinction. We 
believe that more dams will finish the destruction of the resource by 
destroying the gravel beds presently utilized by the salmon. 

While the power projects already completed have done much to 
enhance the industrial standing of the Pacific Northwest and have 
provided employment opportunities for industrial workers and have 
been of great benefit to farmers because of the irrigation potential, 
nevertheless, at this time we must stop and consider what will happen 
to the salmon resource if all of the dams now contemplated in the 
Columbia River Basin are built. 

Technological advances in the atomic field will soon begin to bear 
fruit by power of atomic origin being furnished. We believe that 
power from that source will eliminate the need of some of these proj- 
ects now under consideration. We would highly recommend that the 
remaining spawning areas be set aside as sanctuaries for salmon and 
that future power development projects shall not be allowed where 
such would impede or flood these sanctuaries in any way. 

Further, we would highly recommend that Senate Concurrent. Reso- 
lution No. 35 be made a joint resolution, so it would have the neces- 
sary legal status to deal with power projects under consideration. 
We would respectfully call to the attention of the committee that 
once we have destroyed the salmon resource by manmade obstructions, 
we cannot repair the destruction or revive the salmon runs on the 
Columbia River at a later date. Food is an important national con- 
sideration, and to preserve our available food supplies is the direct 
responsibility of the Congress and the administration. We are there- 
fore in favor of Senate bill 1420 as amended. We are also in favor 
of Senate bill 2586 which in general provides the setting aside of the 
salmon river as a modified fish sanctuary on which no dam more 
restrictive to fish passage than dams already in existence on the Snake 
and Columbia Rivers could be constructed. 

We have been fortunate over the years that the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce and the House Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries have been sympathetic in their approach to our 
fishery problems. Today, our problems are more critical than at any 
time in the past, and the need of the congressional committee to work 
with us is greater. 

The record will show that we have not always achieved the results 
which we had deemed of importance to the welfare of the fishing 
industry, but our efforts to work for conservation measures which will 
protect the resource, our efforts to protect the valuable source of food, 
and our efforts to maintain employment opportunities in the fishery 
field will not diminish but will be carried on to a point where we will 
achieve the desired results. 
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Based on the knowledge which this committee has of the fishery 
problems involved, we hope the committee will help us in the future 
as it has done in the past. 

Mr. Chairman, that will complete my testimony. I think that such 
people as Milo Moore and the various State directors that are appear- 
ing here are able to give you a much clearer picture than we possibly 
could. But I would like to say this. 

I was listening to Senator Neuberger talking about the various 
State interests that come in, particularly when we talk about a big 
area in the State of Idaho, which they could perhaps say that we want 
to set aside for the benefit of Oregon or Washington fishermen. I 
think our answer to that is that we are not talking about specific 
benefits for any one group. We are talking about the volume of our 
natural resource that all of the States are equally or should be equally 
interested in, and I think if the argument is carried on, on that basis, 
I am sure we will get the necessary support. 

Senator Barrierr. Does that conclude your statement, Mr. 
Johansen ? 

Mr. JOHANSEN. Yes. 

Senator Bartterr. Do you have any questions, Senator Neuberger ? 

Senator Neusercer. No, Mr. Chairman, I think Mr. Johansen has 
made a very good statement. I do think though he must realize that 
while we always expect the national viewpoint to be predominant, still 
we have the question and problems in the Congress that the Senators 
and Representatives from a particular State feel that they must rep- 
resent the viewpoint of that State or they no longer will be Senators 
or Representatives in Congress. We have that special problem that 
I don’t think we can ignore. Much as we would like the national 
interest to be taken on tariff matters, for example, we find that the 
Senators who come from States that produce plywood are concerned 
about plywood imports and Senators who come from States that 
produce bicycles are concerned about bicyele imports. 

I wish it were otherwise but it isn’t. That is why I was so pleased 
that Milo Moore put in the record the figures about the Idaho sports 
fishery, because we just can’t tell the people from Idaho, “You take 
a national interest and you take a national viewpoint.” What we 
have to do is show that Idaho’s specific welfare is involved here, too, 
and that is why I thought those figures were so important. 

Mr. JoHansen. I would like to say, Senator Bartlett, that we be- 
lieve that we are particularly fortunate to have you as subchairman of 
this committee. As you know, you and I have discussed fishery prob- 
lems over a good many years and you are well acquainted with the 
problems that face us in Alaska. 

In Alaska we have another problem which is contained in this pam- 
hlet that Milo Moore gave you; namely, that of the rape of the North 
acific salmon by the Japanese. When I used the word “rape” I used 

it advisedly. I think that here again we have a ena problem. 
Here again we have a resource, a separate resource perhaps, but a 
resource that could be destroyed and of which Congress as a whole 
must work together to save. : 

Thank you. 


Senator Barrierr. Just a moment, Mr. Johansen. 
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Mr. Johansen, because I take it that the subject is of interest to the 
people of Astoria and ought to be of interest to the people of Miami 
or any other place in the Nation, would you mind giving the com- 
mittee the benefit of your up-to- date opinion on the ‘situation in the 
North Pacific insofar as it pertains to the Japanese taking of salmon 
spawned in Alaska streams. 

Mr, JowHansen. Mr. Chairman, I will be very glad to do that. It 
is a rather lengthy subject. I will have to shorten it down con- 
siderably. 

As you know, we have just finished the hearings of the North 
Pacific Fisheries Commission, which this year met in Seattle. I might 
say that the hearings were very inconclusive. The Japanese refused 
very pointedly to do anything about the moving of the line or in 
other words recognizing the scientific evidence presented by the U.S. 
scientists proving that they were taking American fish. The Japanese 
took the position that the provisional line on 175th meridian west, as 
long as they stayed west of that line they had observed all the con- 
servation measures which needed to be observed by them under the 
treaty. Of course, their interpretation of the treaty is entirely dif- 
ferent from the interpretation that we in the United States have placed 
upon that document. Consequently, because of their refusal to con- 
sider any chances west of 175th meridian west, their interpretations 
of this treaty has now been referred to the three national governments 
involved in the treaty; namely, the United States, Canada, and Japan. 

I believe that in the past great damage has been done by the Japa- 
nese in the North Pacific Ocean. I think that in 1956 and in 1957 in 
particular, millions of Bristol Bay red salmon were taken by them 
in areas of heavy intermingling. 

Our scientific evidence provides proof that Bristol Bay salmon go 
as far west as 170 east and they are found in 170 east in considerable 
quantities. We found that in 1956 and in 1957 when the Japanese 
fished north of the Aleutians fairly close to the provisional line, that 
they were taking a lot of salmon of North American origin. As a 
matter of fact when it comes to the record, I think the record will 
show that in 1956 out of 20 million salmon caught the Japanese took— 
red salmon I am now talking about and bear that in mind, Mr. Chair- 
man, when I say salmon I am talking about red salmon—in 1956 out 
of about 20 million red salmon caught the United States took about 
6 million, the Japanese about 12 million, and the Russians took about 
2 million. 

In 1957 out of 12 million salmon caught in that area, the Japanese 
took 75 percent. They have been very effective in their high seas 
fishery. The way we see it, unless there is a realization of the fact 
that they must practice some conservation in this area, eventually I 
believe that the Bristol Bay red salmon will be destroyed. 

I think, as a matter of fact I have gradually come to the conclu- 
sion, that any high seas fishery for salmon will destroy the resource 
completely if it is allowed to go on. We have the Japanese fishing 
with much smaller mesh nets than the Americans. For example their 
mesh sizes run from 41- to 5-inch stress net size. We use 514. 

When the salmon hit these nets they catch not only a lot of imma- 
ture salmon, salmon that should be allowed to mature, but they kill 
also a number of salmon which never show up in any statistical rec- 
ords that can be produced. 
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We know from practical experience that many times the salmon 
hit the net, gill rather loosely and after a while washes out, is er 
hurt and ev entually lies. W hen the salmon hit these small mesh a 
used by the Japanese there isn’t a chance, I believe, for a majority of 
those salmon who hit those nets to arrive at the spawning grounds 
in anywhere healthy condition. 

As you know the research in Alaska clearly proves that in some 
years we have had as many as 10 or 12 percent of the catch being net- 
marked fish. They could not come from any other source than they 
have been through the Japanese fisheries. 

Now, these fish were fortunate in that they were able to reach the 
spawning grounds. We don’t know the percentage that was never 
able to leave the high ocean. Now we have pointed out to the Japa- 
nese that the fishing and particularly the taking of immature salmon 
is a terrific economic waste. 

Our resource proves that the salmon will gain up to 50 percent or 
more of its total weight in the last 3 months of its life. So when a 
salmon is taken premature it simply means that half of the weight that 
you could have expected from that salmon has been lost and to no 
purpose whatsoever. 

What the solution is going to be is rather difficult at this time to 
say. I don’t look for a ‘solution through the North Pacific Fisheries 
Commission. The only solution I can see is that Congress will sit 
down and seriously study a law, a protective law. If “this appears 
to be restrictive legislation, I believe there is justification in enacting 
restrictive legislation in order to protect conservation. 

I think that Congress has to do something. I don’t believe that 
anybody else can do it. 

Senator Bartierr. You spoke, Mr. Johansen, about the smaller 
mesh nets used by the Japanese. As a matter of fact Americans 
aren't permitted to use nets of any size on the high seas, are they? 

Mr. Jouansen. No, we have agreed to abstain “from taking any 
salmon outside of the territorial limits, and this includes the Pacific 
States, British Columbia, as well as Alaska. We find from a purely 
conservation point of view that it isn’t possible to go out and take 
fish on the open ocean and still segregate the races. This segregation 
can only be done at the mouth of the respective rivers and streams 
where these salmon spawn. You could for example go out and de- 
stroy an entire race of salmon without knowing it on the high ocean. 

Senator Barrierr. How long does this treaty have yet to run, Mr. 
Johansen ? 

Mr. Jowansen. The treaty could practically be over in—it was 
ratified June 12, I believe, 1953, and it provided for 10 years. So it 
would be in June of 1963 that this present treaty will run out. 

Senator Bartiert. Is it not true that the State Department now 
and always has taken the position opposite from that of those engaged 
in the industry and contrary to the general belief along the Pacific 
coast as what ought to be done? 

Mr. Jonansen. Well, I would like to state this, Mr. Chairman, and 
certainly it has been in "the record before and I'll put it in there once 
more. That the State Department is the one party that we alw: ays 
have to watch very closely. 
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I have said that when we went to foreign conferences we watched 
our opponent in front and we kept an eye over our shoulder on the 
State Department in our back. 

The State Department as a rule have, I don’t believe, had the proper 
consideration for fish. I don’t know why this is. Perhaps the fish- 
ing industry is not as well organized as some other industries. For 
that reason, we receive very little protection. But I have found that 
when it comes to any trading on the international bargain counter, 
you can always find the State Department traded away some fish if 
they had nothing else to trade away, and that is the way it appears 
to me. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Johansen, I wonder if you would agree with 
a statement that I am about to make. 

We occasionally note an American plant, a U.S. plant of one kind 
or another is forced to close because of competition from abroad, and 
this makes all of us unhappy. It displaces U.S. workmen, and some- 
how or other they generally readjust themselves although with great 
difficulty. 

But is there an essential difference between that situation and this 
fishery, because if your prediction is verified, and if this resource is 
lost, then it is gone forever. Not only to the American fishermen but 
tothe Japanese. Isn’t there that essential difference ? 

Mr. JoHansENn. I absolutely agree with you. Here we are talking 
about not just merely employment or employment opportunties, we 
are talking about the resource, and this can be destroyed and will be 
destroyed unless we look at it realistically. 

I’m not saying that and perhaps when I talk about the State De- 
partment I have forgotten about other Government agencies. I 
might take a selfish view as far as fish is concerned because fish have 
been my life. As long as I have been in this country I have been 
principally interested in fish. It might well be that they have ques- 
tions that come up on countrywide basis or a worldwide basis which 
forces them to take a somewhat different position on fishery problems 
than I do from purely a fisherman’s point of view. I do feel that we 
could have received more help on many occasions and I think that the 
fact that we have something here that will not only be destroyed for 
ourselves but for other nations as well, if it isn’t taken care of, is the 
important thing to remember. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you, Mr. Johansen. 

Anything further, Senator Neuberger ? 

Senator Neusercer. No, thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you. 

The chairman has been most remiss for not having noted for the 
record earlier that we are honored by the presence here today of 
interim committees from the Oregon and Washington State Legisla- 
tures. 

I don’t know if all the members of the legislatures are still in the 
room or not but at the outset at least, they came down and had a meet- 
ing yesterday. From Oregon there was Senators Andrew Naterlin, 
Daniel Thiel, and Representatives Carl Back, Bill Bradley, and Frank 
M. Weatherford. And from Washington, Representatives Chet 
King, Dick Kink, Max Wedekind, Richard Ruoff, and Senator Homer 


Nunamker. Two members of the Oregon Interim Committee on 
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National Resources, Charles Collins and L. C. Binford, are also in 
attendance. 

We are very glad that they were able to be here to attend this 
hearing. 

Now, I want to offer for the record 25 letters and resolutions from 25 
correspondents giving their opinion on Senate Concurrent Resolution 
No. 35, and who express their opinion. 

Inasmuch as these communications came to me here in Astoria to- 
day, 1 would be unable to answer them in time to have them placed in 
the record. A copy of this hearing will be sent to each of the writers 
showing the committee’s appreciation of their interest in the reso- 
lution. 

(Letters are as follows:) 

EUGENE, OreEG., November 9, 1959. 
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 
U.S. Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, care of Mr. Harry 
Huse, Astoria Hotel, Astoria, Oreg. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35 has come to my 
attention, and I am opposed to it for the following reasons: 

1. This is merely a delaying action by proponents of public power to force 
private construction of facilities out of the field. The proponents use this method 
because they have been unable to show a logical program that provides more 
benefit to a citizen by big Government power development. 

2. A delay of 5 years of development on the Snake River for private projects 
will seriously impair hydroelectric power supply in the 1970-80 period, according 
to all predicted power needs. Hydroelectric power is vital to the development of 
the Northwest and should not be sacrificed to political bickering. 

3. In this specific instance, the private power company involved, Pacifie 
Northwest Power Co., has followed recommendations of the two governmental 
agencies involved on their license application. It appears that the only objection 
to their application for license is the difference in philosophy held by the 
Senators sponsoring this resolution. 

Sincerely yours, 
FOsTeER ANDERSON, 


Fooptown, INc., 
Albany, Oreg., November 4, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Incare of Mr. Harry Huse, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Astoria Hotel, Astoria, Oreg. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: I have before me a copy of Senate Concurrent Reso- 
lution No. 35, which I have been studying and can see no reason for the 
paragraph 3, which would tell the Federal Power Commission not to issue any 
license for any project in the Middle Snake River until June 30, 1964. 

I believe that if private industry is willing and financially able to build a dam 
such as Uigh Mountain Sheep, they should not be held back for 5 years in 
hopes of securing some vague advantages in the handling of fish runs. Par- 
ticularly is this true in view of the comprehensive plans for accomplishing this 
objective as now proposed by the Pacific Northwest Power Co. 

I respectfully request that you delete paragraph 3 from Senate Concurrent 
Resolution No. 35. 

Yours very truly, 
HAROLD O. ARNETT. 


CITIZENS BANK OF ALBANY, 
Albany, Oreg., November 3, 1959. 


Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
In care of Harry Huse, 
Astoria Hotel, Astoria, Oreg. 
My DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: It is pleasing to have you and the members of 


your committee in this rapidly growing western country where abundant and 
cheap waterpower has played such an important part in its growth. 
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In this connection, may we respectfully suggest that your committee give 
consideration to the pending application of the Pacific Northwest Power Co. for 
the proposed High Mountain Sheep Dam. Especially do we feel the adverse 
effect that the adoption of section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35 
would have on the granting of the pending license. 

We are writing only in the interest of the continued and steady growth of our 
Northwest country. 

Respectfully, 
D. H. BRENHEMAN, President. 


FRANK LUMBER Co., 
Mill City, Oreg., November 4, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Care of Mr. Harry Huse, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Astor Hotel, Astoria, Oreg. 

DEAR SENATOR Barrett: I’m interested in the industry of Oregon and after 
studying Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 I can see no reason for the mora- 
torium on dam building on the Snake River. I feel that section 3 would be a 
hindrance to all industry in the Northwest. 

I will appreciate anything that you can do to knock section 3 out of the Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35. 

Very truly yours, 
CAROLE M. Carey, Secretary. 


KEN Epick CUMMINGS TRANSFER Co., 
Albany, Oreg., November 8, 1959. 
Senator EB. L. BARTLETT, 
Care of Mr. Harry Huse, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Astor Hotel, Astoria, Oreg. 


DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: I have studied Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, and 
have concluded that section 3, if adopted, would have an adverse effect on power 
production in the Northwest. High Mountain Sheep Dam, for which Pacific 
Northwest Power Co. now has a license pending, would be most advantageous 
at this time inasmuch as it will keep the Salmon River open until the fish 
problem is solved. 

High Mountain Sheep Dam will have little effect on the salmon industry if 
constructed now due to the fact that most of the fish in the Snake River are 
spawned in the upper reaches of the Salmon River. Later if the fish problem 
is ever solved, then Lower Canyon Dam could be built and both High Mountain 
Sheep and Lower Canyon Dam would be of greater value than the single Nez 
Perce Dam. 

I feel that section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 simply is a means 
to keep Pacific Northwest Power Co. from securing a license to construct High 
Mountain Sheep Dam in the hopes that the Nez Perce Dam can someday be 
built by the Federal Government. 

I am in favor of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 in respect to solving the 
fish problem but request that you eliminate section 3 relative to a 5-year 
moratorium. 

Very sincerely yours, 
KEN EDICK. 


NOVEMBER 5, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: The Pacific Northwest Power Co. has an application 
before the power commission to construct the high Mountain Sheep Dam on the 
Snake River. It appears that in a matter of a few short years this Pacific 
Northwest area will suffer a serious power shortage. I believe that Senate Con- 
current Resolution 35 will delay construction of this dam on the Snake River. 
This need not happen if we begin immediate construction of this dam. 

Sincerely, 


ILBERT JOHNSTON. 
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EUGENE, OrREG., November 5, 1959. 
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 
U.S. Senator, care of Mr. Harry Huse, Astoria, Oreg. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: I would like to express an opinion to you for your 
consideration on Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

From all the predictions, the States of Oregon and Washingten are going to 
have about the highest percentage rate of growth in population of any of the 
States in the Union in the next 10-year period. This is going to call for substan- 
tial expansion in all that our society needs to provide in the way of jobs, homes, 
schools, ete., etc., for this growth in population. 

Power is one of the most significant items required in this growth. It is my 
opinion as a private citizen that the Pacific Northwest States should increase 
their power productivity through all the means available—namely, public, pri- 
vate, and a combination of the two. 

I furthermore believe that the use of preferences in the distribution of publicly 
generated power is harmful to the overall growth and prosperity in the North- 
west States. 

I believe also that, when private money can develop to the satisfaction of all 
restrictions placed upon it a power project, the private firm should be licensed 
to proceed with that development. As a matter of practicality, there is too 
much emotion and too much inertia in all the arguments and discussions revolv- 
ing around public versus private power development. 

As a taxpayer, I am most certainly interested in seeing projects developed by 
private funds that do not cost the taxpayer the original outlay, and that from 
those projects taxes will be paid to help share the taxload of all our citizens. 

In the State of Alaska, power development there most likely will have to be 
done with public funds and, since there is only a limited amount of public money 
available for this type of work, I would think that that money would better be 
used where private money is not available and let private money develop projects 
where private money is available. 

Finally, since the high Mountain Sheep Dam being proposed by Pacific North- 
west Power Co. meets all the requirements of the Corps of Army Engineers, 
the Bureau of Reclamation, and is not being opposed by the fisheries groups as is 
the Nez Perce Dam, I urge that your committee take such action that will permit 
prompt licensing for the Pacific Northwest Power Co. to begin construction of 
their proposed project. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. O. JULSON. 


SPRINGFIELD, OrEG., November 5, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 


Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DeEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: The Pacific Northwest Power Co. has an application 
before the power commission to construct the high Mountain Sheep Dam on the 
Snake River. It appears to me that their plan to pass the fish above the dam 
is a satisfactory solution. I believe that Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 will 
delay construction of this dam on the Snake River. May I urge the immediate 
construction of this dam. 

Sincerely, 


LEON KEEFE. 


SPRINGFIELD, OREG., November 4, 1959. 
Senator E. L. Bart Lett, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: My contention is that Senate Concurrent Resolution 
35, paragraph 3, cannot be and will not be in the best interest for the State of 
Oregon. Not only will this delay the construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam 
on the Snake River, but will create more administrative redtape for future dams 
when we need all the power we can get so badly, and in my opinion along with 
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others this paragraph should be eliminated. It is not consistent with Columbia 
River planning and development. May I urge and suggest that this paragraph 
be eliminated. 

Very truly yours. 





Water L. LAXTON. 


SPRINGFIELD, OrEG., November 5, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR: It is my firm belief that you should eliminate or take out para- 
graph 3, of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. It will not and cannot be for the 
best interest of the State of Oregon. Neither is it consistent with sound and 
comprehensive development of the Columbia River. It will restrict expediency 
in power development when the increasing need is so great. Not only for normal 
growth but for national defense. 

Very truly yours, 
Rosert J. Lutz. 


EUGENE, OrEG., November 4, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

SENATOR BarTLeETT: Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, paragraph 3, does not 
reflect the desire for the best interests for the State of Oregon, and for that 
reason should be eliminated. It is inconsistent with comprehensive development. 

Not only will it create a lengthy delay of high Mountain Sheep Dam on the 
Snake River, but will create a precedent for future and continuous delays in 
power development. This State and our Nation cannot afford to impede power 
development. I urge you to eliminate paragraph 3. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN EB. McCuLtey. 


McoMINIMEE & KAUFMAN, 
Tillamook, Oreg., November 6, 1959. 
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 
U.S. Senator, Care of Harry Huse, Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, Astoria, Oreg. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: I am writing to voice my objection to Senate Con- 
current Resolution 35. At first glance it appears to be for the purpose of con- 
servation of fish and thereby to increase the value of this resource for the people. 
If that were its true and only purpose, I could support the resolution and to the 
extent that this resolution encourages study of the protection and preservation 
of fish life I am for it. 

However, it occurs to me the real purpose is to stop all development of flood 
control, power development, or water storage for the period of 5 years in an 
area where that development would do the least possible damage to fish life. 

By the broad language of the resolution, all development on the Snake River 
above the Salmon River would be stopped for 5 years. Most all experts recog- 
nize that the Salmon River is one of the greatest existing and potential pro- 
ducers of fish life. Development of dams on the Snake River above its confluence 
with the Salmon would save the Salmon River and with adequate fishways 
the least possible interference with fish life would oceur. 

The 5-year moratorium clause does not assure that a solution can or will be 
developed to solve the fish problems on our streams. At best it requires long- 
range study and equally so a flood control and power dam project; 5 to 10 
years are required from the time a design of a dam is proposed until completion. 

Resolution 35 appears to me to make preservation of fish life the scapegoat 
for the difference in philosophy of those urging development of Nez Perce as 
against those urging development of Mountain Sheep Dam. 

I am confident your committee will detect this in your hearings and evaluate 
the resolution in its proper light. For these reasons I wish to register my 
opposition to this resolution. 

Respectfully, 





WARREN A. MCMINIMEE, 
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VERN MEYER INSURANCE, 
UNITED STATES FIDELITY & GUARANTY Co. 
Springfield, Oreg. November 5, 1959. 
SENATOR FE, L. BARTLETT, 
Nenate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: It has come to my attention that you are to preside 
over hearings on Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 1 would like to go on record 
as opposing this unnecessary and obviously pointed resolution. 

When a local taxpaying company proposes a sound and acceptable project 
such as the Pacific Northwest Power Co. has done, why should obstacles such 
as Resolution 35 be placed in its path of progress. 

With so many needed projects, such as highways, etc., needed in your own fine 
State of Alaska, why should we be encouraging Federal expenditures in those 
areas where our private enterprise systelis can produce better, more economi- 
eally, and faster than Government? 

We need every bit of electric generation possible here in the Pacific North- 
west, now, not 5 years from now. J urge you to do all in your power to deteat 
this type of legislation for the good of all. 

i would appreciate hearing from you relative to the resolution. 

Respectfully yours 


VERN MEYER. 


HIAMILTON’S 
Aibany, Orcg. November 2, 1959. 
Senator FE. L. BARrLeTrT, 
Astoria, Oreg. 

DEAR SENATOR: We have read and studied the Senate Concurrent Resolution 
35, and feel that the No. 3 paragraph should be omitted for the progress and 
prosperity of our whole Northwest 

Very truly your 
GEORGE A. PHILIPS. 


KeItTH RHODES INSURANCE, 
Lebanon, Oreg., November 5, 1959. 

Re Senate Concurrent Resolution 85 
Senator BE. L. BarTLerr, 
Care of Mr. Harry Huse, Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 

Astoria, Oreg. 
Dear Sir: It is my thought that there is no need for the provisions of paragraph 
in this resolution. 
Apparently, adequate provisions have been made for the proper handling of 
fish at the high Mountain Sheep Dam. As long as this is the case, it hardly 
seems necessary to delay this project any longer. 

Your favorable consideration of this would be very much appreciated. 

Yours sincerely, 


» 


KEITH RHODES. 


SPRINGFIELD, OrEG., November 4, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washinaton, D.C. 

Drar Senator Barriterr: I am writing you to urge that you eliminate the 
second portion of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. This, in my opinion, would 
forestall the issuing of any license for any project on the middle Snake River 
until June 1964, at the earliest. 

The power shortage will have become critical in the Northwest before that time. 
I urge that you encourage the building of the high Mountain Sheep Dam so 
that power and flood control can move forward on the Snake River. 

Yours very truly, 
ERNEST M. SKINNER. 


45447-—60—pt. 2 7 
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ARCHER & YANCEY, 
Albany, Oreg., November 8, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Care of Mr. Harry Huse, Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, Astoria, Oreg. 

DEAR SENATOR BartLetr: I have always been interested in the development of 
power facilities in the entire Columbia Basin and note with some disdain that 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, section 3, proposes a 5-year moratorium on 
construction of any dams from river miles 180 to 245 on the Snake River and also 
the Salmon and Imnaha Rivers. 

The Pacific Northwest Power Co. currently has an application before the 
Federal Power Commission for a license to construct high Mountain Sheep Dam. 
These people stand ready and willing to construct this dam as soon as the license 
can be secured, and can be ready for production of power in approximately 10 
years. 

We all know that the time will come when we will have a shortage of power in 
the Pacific Northwest and it is essential that at least one dam be started each 
year. 

I do not disagree with the fish problem study contained in this resolution, but 
do disagree on the point of declaring a moratorium for 5 years because I feel 
that this simply is a block to keep the private utilities from constructing high 
Mountain Sheep Dam in the hopes that Nez Perce Dam can be constructed as a 
Federal project. 

I therefore request that you delete from any legislation that you may consider 
any moratorium on dam building in this part of the Snake River. 

Yours very sincerely, 
Don YANCEY. 


CORVALLIS, OrEG., November 7, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Care of Mr. Harry Huse, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Astoria, Oreg. 

Dear SENATOR BarRTLetr: I am writing in opposition to the restrictions in 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 which prevents the issuance of construction 
licenses until June 30, 1964, as a political block to sound and urgently needed 
development of the hydrocapacity of the Columbia River Basin, 

This area needs both power and fish and the recommendation of the U.S. Engi- 
neers that Mountain Sheep Dam be built will accomplish both, 

It appears that the building of the dam would not adversely affect the salmon 
industry and since this is true I believe it to be in the public interest to issue 
a permit to private industry to erect the dam without undue delay. 

Respectfully, 
P. T. WOLFE, 
Colonel, US. Army, (Retired). 


STATE OF OREGON, 
HALL OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Salem, November 9, 1599. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Care of Mr. Harry Huse, } 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Astoria, Ored. 

Dear SENATOR BARTLETT: I wish to strongly urge that section 3 of Senate Con- 
current Resolution 35 be given unfavorable consideration by your committee. 

The economy and best interests of the Northwest have been delayed too long 
by factions using as their argument the preservation of the anadromous fish 
runs. 

I would point out that the Immaha and Salmon Rivers are excellent streams 
for fish propagation, and both being below the proposed site of the high Moun- 
tain Sheep Dam, would not be disturbed in their respective fish runs. 

It should also be recognized that the anadromous fish that migrate above 
these two streams constitute a very small percentage of the total fish that fol- 
low the Columbia River and its tributaries and that these fish propagate in 
waters not best suited to fish development because of excessive high water 
temperatures and the presence of predatory scrap fish in these waters. 
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It is my request that your committee oppose section 3 of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35 to the end that economic development in this area may proceed. 
Very truly yours, 
Harry C. EL.ior;t, 
State Representative, Tillamook County. 


CORVALLIS, OREG., November 9, 1959. 
Senator EK. L. BARTLETT, 
Care of Mr. Harry Huse, 
Senate Committe on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Astoria, Oreg. 

Dear SENATOR BARTLETT: I am opposed to delay in construction of a high 
Mountain Sheep Dam on the Snake River, as I feel it is a sound and well planned 
development which is needed urgently. A political block of 5 years’ delay is 
not in the best interest of the citizens of the area. 

Private enterprise is ready to do the job now, and since fish protection is not 
involved, they should get a go ahead immediately. 

Very truly yours, 
Scort WILLIAMS. 


THE DALLES Rop & GUN CLUB, 
The Dalles, Oreg., November 5, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Care of Mr. Harry Huse, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Astoria, Oreg. 

HON, SENATOR BARTLETT: Whereas the growth of the Northwest requires main- 
taining and increasing the orderly rate of hydroelectric construction; and 

Whereas there are a limited number of major low cost hydrosites available; 
and 

Whereas construction of high Mountain Sheep by Pacific Northwest Power Co. 
will assure some portion of hydropower to the citizens of Oregon ; and 

Whereas the division engineer and Board of Engineers, U.S. Army Engineers, 
have recommended high Mountain Sheep; and 

Whereas the alternate project, Nez Perce, would destroy the salmon fishery 
in the Salmon River in Idaho, which is 30 percent of all the salmon passing 
McNary Dam; and 

Whereas Nez Perce could not be built for many years, if ever: and 

Whereas development with high Mountain Sheep gives the greatest power and 
flood control storage with the greatest protection to salmon fishery: and 

Whereas the only effect of the moratorium provisions of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35 is to delay needed development : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, (1) That the Dalles Rod & Gun Club opposes paragraph 3 of Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35 as a block to development, inconsistent with sound 
comprehensive development of the Columbia River Basin, and against the best 
interests of Oregon. 

(2) That the Dalles Rod & Gun Club regards the salmon and steelhead re- 
sources as an important source of wealth and recreation that justifies preserving 
the Saimon River as a sanctuary for breeding and propagation and therefore 
endorses 8S. 2586. 

CHARLES HARMON, President. 


BENTON County REvVIEw, 
Philomath, Oreg., November 6, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Care of Mr. Harry Huse, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Astoria, Oreg.: 


As a publisher of a newspaper devoted to the upbuilding of the Pacific North- 
west, 1 am opposed to the restrictions in Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 which 
prevents construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam on the Snake River for 5 
years because I believe it is nothing more than a political block to construction 
by private enterprise. 
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Since our important fish industry would not be seriously hampered by the 
high Mountain Sheep Dam, I feel the license should be issued immediately to 
provide needed power for this area at a low cost. 

Yours truly, 
L. T. Warp, Publisher. 


CORVALLIS BRANCH, 
THE U.S. NATIONAL BANK OF PORTLAND, OREG., 
November 9, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Care of Mr. Harry Huse, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Astoria, Oreg.: 

As a taxpaying citizen of Oregon, I am opposed to Senate Concurrent Reso- 
lution 35, in that it would prevent immediate construction of the high Mountain 
Sheep Dam on the Middle Snake River. 

I feel that the Mountain Sheep site is much the best of many proposals for 
that stretch of river, because it protects the great fish run in the Salmon River, 
provides maximum storage and power production, and allows private business to 
do a job they are anxious and well equipped to do. 

Since the high Mountain Sheep Dam will answer all reasonable objections 
of conservationists, I feel that any opposition to it is a purely political attempt 
to block development by private power. 

T. J. LANGTON. 


IKULLANDERS JEWELRY & GIFTS, 
Independence, Oreg., November 9, 1959. 

Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committce on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Astoria, Oreg. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: We, of the Independence ¢ 
mit the following resolution to you: 

“Whereas any measure that delays or defers construction of sound low-cost 


‘hamber of Commerce, sub- 


major hydroelectric projects is not in the best interest of the Northwest: and 
“Whereas the Corps of Engineers on three different occasions since 1947 

has recommended Mountain Sheep as taking precedence over Nez Perce: and 
“Whereas the Pacific Northwest Power Co. is ready, willing, und able to build 

high Mountain Sheep, as recommended by the Corps of Engineers: Be it 
“Resolved, That this organization oppose section 3 of Senate Concurrent Reso- 


»~ 


lution 35 as not in the best interest of Oregon, or the 
‘That this organization endorse the fish research program proposed by the 


Vor hwest, and 


other paragraphs of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35.” | 
Respectfully yours, 
KENT B. BAUERSFELD, President. 
Senator Barruerr. Here are resolutions, letters, other communica- 
tions from municipalities, chambers of commerce, unions, and others 
ertaining to the legislation before u 
These will be offered for the record. 
(Resolutions 5 wh Barend above are as follows:) 
( hesolutions, etc., reterred to avpove are as Tecllows:) 
RESOLUTION OF SWEET HOME-EAST LINN CoUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, SWEET 
Homer, OREG. 


Whereas the moratorium provisions in paragraph 8 of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35 have the effect only of promoting Nez Perce, a dam that would 
destroy the salmon resources of the middle Snake River; and 

Whereas high Mountain Sheep, which would be blockaded by Senate Con- 
current Resolution 35, can be built now to provide needed power and flood con- 


trol storage: and 
Whereas high Mountain Sheep can be built without interfering with the fish 
passage into the Salmon River: Now, therefore, be it 
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Resolved, That the East Linn County Chamber of Commerce support the 
fishery research program proposed in Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, but 
vigorously opposes the blockading paragraph 3, which will stop all river de- 
velopment for a period of 4 years. 

Signed by: 

AupDREY N. Bryant, Secretary-Treasurer. 


Coos Bay CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Coos Bay, Oreg., November 5, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BArriert, 
Care of Harry Huse, Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Astoria, Oreg. 

Dear Senaror Barriterr: This chamber, by majority approval of members 
of our board of directors polled today, concurred fully in their approval of a 
resolution passed by the Coos Bay Area Chapter, Izaak Walton League of 
America, on October 30, 1959, 

The resolution follows: 

“Whereas High Mountuin Sheep Dam or Nez Perce Dam are sure to be built 
on the Snake River because of increasingly great demand for power in our 
Northwest : and 

“Whereas the power potential of and from both of these projected dams is 
more or less the same: and 

“Whereas the Izaak Walton League is dedicated to the total protection of 
the Salmon River drainage as an important producer of anadromous fish ; and 

“Wherens Nez Perce Dam, as projected, will block the Salmon River and 
High Mountain Sheep Dam will not block the Salmon River ; and 

“Whereas section 3, Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, for all practical 
purposes, will indefinitely delay the construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam 
although such construction will not block the Salmon River and its anadromous 
fish runs, and will provide needed immediate increased power for our Northwest 
development : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Coos Bay Area Chapter of the Izaak Walton League oppose 
section 3 of the Senate Concurrent Resoiution 35 as not in the best interests of 
Oregon and the Northwest, and that this chapter do endorse the fish resource 
program as proposed in and by the other paragraphs of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 85, and that this resolution be adopted by the Oregon Division, 
Izaak Walton League of America, and that it be presented at the hearing in 
Astoria, Oreg., November 10, 1959, before the Senate Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce.” 

We sincerely urge your committee to fully consider the objections to section 3 
of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 in the above resolution. 

Respectfully, 


) 


CLAIR TERRY, President. 


Nortu Benn CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
North Bend, Oreg., November 6, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Care of Harry Huse, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Astoria, Oreg. 

My Dear Senator Bartrretr: The North Bend Chamber of Commerce, by 
unanimous approval of our board of directors, strongly endorse their approval of 
a resolution passed by the Coos Bay Area Chapter, Izaak Walton League of 
American on October 30, 1959. 

The resolution follows: 

“Whereas high Mountain Sheep Dam or Nez Perce Dam are sure to be built 
on the Snake River because of increasingly great demand for power in our 
Northwest: and 

“Whereas the power potential of and from both of these projected dams is 
more or less the same; and 

“Whereas the Izaak Walton League is dedicated to the total protection of the 
Salmon River drainage as an important producer of anadromous fish: and 
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“Whereas Nez Perce Dam, as projected. will block the Salmon River and high 
Mountain Sheep Dam will not block the Salmon River ; and 

“Whereas section 3, Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 85, for all practical 
purposes, will indefinitely delay the construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam 
although such construction will not block the Salmon River and its anadromous 
fish runs, and will provide needed immediate increased power for our Northwest 
development : Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the Coos Bay Area Chapter of the Izaak Walton League oppose 
section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35 as not in the best interests of 
Oregon and the Northwest, and that this chapter do endorse the fish resource 
program as proposed in and by the other paragraphs of Senate Concurrent Reso- 
lution 35, and that, this resolution be adopted by the Oregon Division, Izaak 
Walton League of America, and that it be presented at the hearing in Astoria, 
Oreg., November 10, 1959, before the Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce.” 

Your analytical and profound consideration is urgently requested to consider 
the objections to section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35 in the above 
resolution. 

Respectfully, 
WaLtTer J. Kraus, President. 





NEHALEM Bay EXPANSION ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Wheeler, Oreg., November 5, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Astoria, Oreg.: 


The following resolution was presented to and passed by the board of directors, 
Nehalem Bay Expansion Association, Inc., at their regular stated meeting of 
November 5, 1959: 

“RESOLUTION 


“Whereas it is common knowledge and generally accepted as a fact that either 
the high Mountain Sheep Dam or the Nez Perce Dam will be built on the Snake 
River in the foreseeable future to care for the increasing demand of the North- 
west power pool, and 

“Whereas the kilowattage which will be produced by these dams as now 
planned will be practically the same, and 

“Whereas the Nehalem Bay Expansion Association, Inc., has always been and 
now is dedicated to the protection of fish and wildlife and especially to the com- 
plete protection of the fish life in the entire Salmon River drainage area, and 

“Whereas it is common knowledge that the proposed Nez Perce Dam will be 
built below the confluence of the Salmon River and Snake River and this will 
block the Salmon River from the salmon run, and 

“Whereas it is common knowledge that the proposed high Mountain Sheep Dam 
will be built above the confluence of the Salmon River with the Snake River 
and will be constructed in such a manner as to use the Imnaha River to make 
it possible for the salmon run to reach the upper reaches of the Snake River 
and its tributaries with no difficulty whatever, and 

“Whereas section 3, Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35, if placed in force 
and effect will indefinitely block and delay the construction of high Mountain 
Sheep Dam notwithstanding the fact that the construction of said high Moun- 
tain Sheep Dam will not in any way block the salmon run in the Salmon River 
and will provide increased kilowattage for the Northwest power pool, and 

“Whereas we consider the effect that the immediate construction of the high 
Mountain Sheep Dam would have on employment of individuals now affected 
by strikes, now in effect and in the offing, would be beneficial to the economic 
condition of the Pacific Northwest area: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the Nehalem Bay Expansion Association, Inc., be and it does 
go on record of opposing section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35 as 
not in the best interests of the entire Northwest region and especially Oregon, 
and be it further 

“Resolved, That the Nehalem Bay Expansion Association, Inc., go on record 
and it does hereby endorse the fish resource as proposed in and by the other 
paragraph of said Senate Concurrent Resolution 35.” 

Unanimously adopted this 5th day of November, 1959. 


——.,, President. 
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Paciric Ciry CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Pacific City, Oreg., November 6, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BartTLett, 
Senate Committee, Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: The Chamber of Commerce of Pacific City, Oreg., 
wishes to go on record as being opposed to section 3, of the Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35. 

We feel the necessity of prolonging the building of further dams on the 
Columbia River is detrimental to the increasing demand for power in the 
Northwest. 

We also wish to go on record as being in favor of the high Mountain Sheep 
Dam, provided, that all fisheries facilities are installed as provided for in the 
project plans. 

We are definitely opposed to the Nez Perce Dam at any time in view of the 
location being below the mouth of the Salmon River, and the inability of anyone 
being able to furnish satisfactory plans for passing fish over this proposed 
structure. 

Respectfully, 
L. O. SHERMER, President. 


LEBANON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 


Lebanon, Oreg., November 6, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BArtTLert, 


Care of Mr. Harry Huse, 


Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Astoria, Oreg. 


DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: It is the understanding of the Lebanon Chamber of 
Commerce that your Senate committee will discuss the proposed Senate Con- 
current Resolution 35 at your hearings on November 10, 1959, in Astoria, Oreg. 
The Lebanon Chamber of Commerce as well as the entire State of Oregon is 
vitally concerned with the possibility of salvaging the salmon and steelhead re- 
sources of the Columbia River Basin, as well as the proper development of 
power resources in this area. This body favors Senate Resolution 35 to the 
extent that it provides for a study on the conservation and production of an 
anadromous fish in the river and streams of the Columbia River Basin. How- 
ever, this chamber of commerce opposes paragraph 3 of Senate Resolution 35 in 
that it would indefinitely block all power development in the Columbia River 
Basin between river mile 180 to 245 including such projects as the high Moun- 
tain Sheep Dam where facilities for the movement of fish past the dam through 
the Imnaha Bypass Canal have already been approved by the Army Engineers. 

Therefore, this committee must go on record as opposing paragraph 3 of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 in its present form. However, if paragraph 
3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 can be changed to read as follows: “(3) 
That for the purpose of allowing such investigation and study to be conducted 
by the Secretary of the Interior and reviewed by the Congress in order that 
such flood control, navigation and other development as the Congress may 
determine may be authorized, the Federal Power Commission should issue no 
permit, license, lease, or other authorization under the provisions of the Federal 
act for any dam, conduit, reservoir, powerhouse, transmission line, or other 
works for the storage or collection of water or for the development, transmission, 
or utilization of power within the limits of the reach of the Snake River from 
river mile 180 to 245, the Salmon River, or the Imnaha River in the States of 
Oregon and Idaho, where such dams, conduits, reservoirs, powerhouses, trans- 
mission lines, or other works would be any more restrictive on the passage of 
such fish than similar structures which such fish must now pass to reach the 
spawning areas or where adequate facilities for the movement of such fish 
to the spawning areas have not been provided as approved by the Corps of Army 
Engineers.” Then this body would be heartily in favor the Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35. 

We will appreciate your giving our proposal consideration at your hearing of 
November 10, 1959, in Astoria. 

Very truly yours, 
CLAUDE DuRLAM, President. 
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MADRAS-JEFFERSON COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, MADRAS, OREG. 


Whereas any measure that delays or defers construction of sound low-cost 
major hydroelectric projects is not in the best interests of the Northwest; and 
Whereas the Corps of Engineers on three different occasions since 1947 has 
recommended Mountain Sheep project as taking precedence over the Nez Perce; 
and 
Whereas the Pacific Northwest Power Co. is ready, willing, and able to build 
high Mountain Sheep, as recommended by the Corps of Engineers: Be it 
Resolved, That this organization, after due consideration, oppose section 8 of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 as not being in the best interests of Oregon 
or the Northwest ; and 
That this organization does endorse the fish research program proposed by 
the other paragraphs of Senate Concurrent Kesolution 35. 
Dated this 2d day of November A.D. 1959, at Madras, Jefferson County, Oreg.,, 
at their regular semimonthly meeting. 
DAN LEHMAN, President. 
Attest : 
Howarp W. TurRNER, Secretary 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Stayton, Oreg., November 4, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Care of Mr. Harry Huse, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Astoria, Oreg.: 


Whereas paragraph 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 is for the sole pur- 


pose of promoting the Nez Perce Dam, which would destroy the salmon runs in 
the Salmon River; and 
Whereas high Mountain Sheep Dam, which this resolution would block for 5 
years, can be built now to provide needed power and flood control storage with- 
out interfering with fish passage into the Salmon River: Now, therefore, be it 
Resolved, That this organization support the fishery research program 
posed in Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, but definitely object to paragraph 38. 





HARMON DRUSHELLA, President. 
L. E. SpraKer, Secretary. 


BENTON COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, CORVALLIS, OREQ, 
A RESOLUTION 


Whereas an expanding Pacific Northwest requires sufficient hydroelectric 
power to maintain our expansion and orderly development ; and 

Whereas there are a limited number of major low-cost damsites available; 
and 

Whereas construction of the Mountain Sheep Dam as proposed by the Pacific 
Northwest Power Co. assures some portion of hydroelectric power to the citizens 
of Oregon; and 

Whereas the Division Engineer and Board of Engineers, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, have recommended Mountain Sheep Dam; and 

Whereas a present trend toward more economy in Federal expenditures would 
tend to delay an alternate project, the Nez Perce Dam, for more years than is 
in the best interests of developing the Pacific Northwest; and 

Whereas, the moratorium provisions of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 is 
nothing more than a delaying tactic detrimental to the full development of the 

-acific Northwest: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, (1) That the Benton County Chamber of Commerce, Post Office 
Box 688, Corvallis, Oreg., opposes the restrictions in Senate Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 35 which prevents the issuance of construction licenses until June 30, 1964, 
as a political block to sound and urgent development of the Columbia River 
Basin and therefore contrary to the best interests of the citizens of Oregon. 

(2) That the Benton County Chamber of Commerce, Corvallis, Oreg., considers 
salmon and steelhead resources as vital sources of wealth and recreation which 
warrants preserving the Salmon River in Idaho as a sanctuary for fish breeding 
and propagation and therefore endorses Senate bill 2586, which prohibits the 
authorization or licensing of any dams or structures on the Salmon River “that 
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would be any more restrictive on the passage of such fish than similar struc- 
tures which such fish must now pass to reach the spawning areas or which 
would flood established spawning grounds.” 
This resolution unanimously passed on November 3, 1959, by the Benton County 
Chamber of Commerce executive committee. 
GRANT Pyatt, President. 
GORAM N. DODGE. 
J. DAN WEBSTER. 
CHARLES L. SUMMY. 
Rosert C. WILSON. 


PENDLETON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Pendleton, Oreg., November 8, 1959. 
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 
VUember, Senate Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: The legislative committee of the Pendleton Cham- 
ber of Commerce has carefully reviewed the text of Senate bill 2586 and Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35. 

We strongly recommend the passage of Senate bill 2586 as a substantial ef- 
fort toward conservation of one of our principal spawning areas. The Salmon 
River must be preserved as a fish sanctuary. Any dam construction on the upper 
Salmon River would substantially eliminate this intended conservation program. 

We concur on that portion of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 dealing with a 
fish research program but definitely oppose paragraph 3 which places a mora- 
torium on the licensing of permits for dams on the middle Snake River. There 
is no doubt that this would retard the research and study of the major bene- 
fits we might derive from the Snake River. We cannot help but feel that such 
a restriction on the further development of this river would materially affect 
the overall efforts of the Columbia River Basin project. 

We request that this letter be entered in the records of the hearing November 
10 at Astoria, Oreg., of the Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, 

Sincerely, 
A. C. HOLMES, 
Chairman, Legislative Committee. 


PRINEVILLE-CROOK COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Prineville, Oreg. 
RESOLUTION 


Whereas the continued growth and demands for electric power is constantly 
increasing and new dams are necessary in the Pacific Northwest; 

Whereas any delays in construction of any of the hydroelectric projects are 
detrimental and slow down progress in the Pacific Northwest; 

Whereas recreational and commercial fishermen regard the preservation of 
Salmon River as a breeding sanctuary ; 

Whereas the availability of low cost dam sites are limited ; 

Whereas the high Mountain Sheep project will, in addition to providing power, 
serve as a flood control storage : Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Prineville-Crook County Chamber of Commerce is in opposi- 
tion to paragraph 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 as a hindrance and block 
to development of the Columbia River Basin and not beneficial to Oregon ; 

That the preservation of the Salmon River as a breeding and propagation area 
is vitally important and endorses 8S. 2586; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be sent to the Senate Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Dated this 5th day of November 1959. 

Rospert H. Love, President. 
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JUNCTION Ciry CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Junction City, Oreg. 
Senator E. L. BArtTLett, 
Care of Mr. Harry Huse, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Astoria, Oreg. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: At a meeting of the executive board of the Junction 
City Chamber of Commerce, November 2, 1959, called for the purpose of con- 
sidering Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, the following resolution was unani- 
mously adopted : 

“Whereas the salmon fishing industry is a major source of income; and sport 
fishing is an important tourist attraction to the Pacific Northwest ; and 

“Whereas adequate electric energy is a must for the continued growth and 
development of our State; and 

“Whereas the Corps of Engineers have repeatedly recommended the construc- 
tion of the Mountain Sheep Dam; and 

“Whereas the Pacific Northwest Power Co. is willing and financially able 
to build the Mountain Sheep Dam now; and 

“Whereas it is not justifiable to increase the tax burden of all the American 
people whenever and wherever private industry will assume the risk of invest- 
ment; and 

“Whereas any delay in construction of the Mountain Sheep Dam, in favor 
of the Nez Perce Dam, sometime in the distant future, if ever, would be contrary 
to the best interest of the State and the Pacific Northwest; and 

‘Whereas section 3 of the Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 would effectively 
block the hydroelectric development in the middle Snake River for a period of 
5 years: Be it therefore 

“Resolwed, That the executive board of the Junction City Chamber of Com- 
merce endorse and support the fish research program proposed in Senate Con- 
current Resolution 35; be it further 

“Resolved, That the executive board of the Junction City Chamber of Com- 
merce very definitely oppose the moratorium provision set forth in section 3 of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, as detrimental to the continued growth and 
development of our State and the Pacific Northwest.” 

May we urge that you give this resolution your most earnest and favorable 
consideration. 

Respectfully submitted. 

A. P. JUNKER, President. 


CoTTAGE GROVE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Cottage Grove, Oreg., November 5, 1959. 
Enclosed please find resolution passed by Cottage Grove Chamber of Com- 
merce on November 5, 1959. 
MARJORIE MATTHEWS, 
Secretary-Manager. 


COTTAGE GROVE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Cottage Grove, Oreg., November 5, 1959. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas it is in the public interest that taxpaying private enterprise be al- 
lowed to provide for their power supply and, whereas, the construction of High 
Mountain Sheep would provide a continuing power supply for the Pacific 
Northwest, and 

Whereas, from photos and general location data, high Mountain Sheep would 
not be detrimental to the Salmon River fishery: Be it 

Resolved: 1. That the Cottage Grove Chamber of Commerce opposes para- 
graph 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 
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2. That the Cottage Grove Chamber of Commerce endorses S. 2586. 
8. That the Cottage Grove Chamber of Commerce supports the Corps of 
Engineers in their support of high Mountain Sheep. 
4. That the Pacific Northwest Power Co. be allowed to build the high Moun- 
tain Sheep as soon as practicable. 
A. H. Pautey, President 
MARJORIE MATTHEWS, Secretary. 


RESOLUTION OF THE BEND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, BEND, OREG. 


Whereas there was introduced in the 1st session of the 86th Congress, Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35, and 

Whereas, the board of directors of the Bend Chamber of Commerce has 
considered fully said concurrent resolution and believes that said resolution 
insofar as it would prohibit the issuance of a license by the Federal Power 
Commission for the construction of any hydroelectric project within the limits 
of the Snake River from river mile 180 to 245, the Salmon River, or the Imnaha 
River within the States of Oregon and Idaho is detrimental to the development 
of the Columbia River Basin ; and 

Whereas, the board of directors of the Bend Chamber of Commerce believes 
the first portion of said concurrent resolution insofar as it authorizes a de- 
tailed study and investigation of the fisheries, resources, and the potential 
for increasing the development thereof is most beneficial and advisable: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the board of directors of the Bend Chamber of Commerce in 
regular meeting assembled on Friday, November 6, 1959, That Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35, as introduced in the 1st session of the 86th Congress, be and 
the same is hereby approved, excepting as to paragraph 3 thereof as contained 
between line 22 on page 3 and line 10 on page 4: Beit further 

Resolved, That the board of directors of the Bend Chamber of Commerce 
respectfully requests that the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
of the United Seates Senate delete said paragraph 3 from Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35 and adopt said resolution in all other respects. 


G. Ina Moore, Secretary. 

I, Ira Moore, hereby certify that I am the secretary of the Bend Chamber of 
Commerce in Bend, Oreg., and that the above resolution was unanimously 
adopted by the board of directors of the Bend Chamber of Commerce at a 
regular meeting of the board of directors on Friday, November 6, 1959, with 
a quorum present. 


G. InA Moore. 


ALBANY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 


Albany, Oreg. 
RESOLUTION 


Whereas it is provided in Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, section 3, that no 
permit for construction be allowed on the Snake River from river mile 180 to 
245 for 5 years, and 

Whereas the alternate plan of construction of Nez Perce Dam over high 
Mountain Sheep would have a detrimental effect on the valuable fishing industry 
in the Columbia River, and 

Whereas, the high Mountain Sheep Dam could be built now if license was 
issued to the Pacific Northwest Power Co., and 

Whereas the people of Oregon will be guaranteed benefits from the power 
production of high Mountain Sheep Dam: Be it 

Resolved, That this organization, by unanimous vote on October 30, 1959, 
vigorously oppose section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, but heartily 
endorse the fish research program contained in the resolution. 


HA Byer, Secretary-Manager. 
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REDMOND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Redmond, Oreg., November 8, 1959. 
Senator E, L. BARTLETT, 
Care of Mr. Harry Huse, Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, Astor Hotel, Astoria, Oreg. 

SENATOR BARTLETT: At a special meeting of the board of directors of the Red- 
mond Chamber of Commerce today, the following resolution was moved and 
approved : 

“Whereas the moratorium provisions in paragraph 8 of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35 have the effect of promoting the Nez Perce Dam, a dam that 
we feel would destroy the salmon resources of the Salmon River; and 

“Whereas high Mountain Sheep Dam, which would be blockaded by Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35, can be built now to provide needed power and tlood 
control storage without interfering with fish passage into the Salmon River: 
Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That this organization support the fishery research program pro 
posed in Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, but vigorously opposes the block- 
ading paragraph 3.” 

RoBert M. Bian, President. 





WASHINGTON STATE ASSOCIATION OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS, 
Bremerton, Wash., November 4, 1959. 
Senator Rosert BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: Please enter the following as part of the record of 
the hearing being held at Astoria, Oreg., on November 10, 1959, on Senate Con- 
current Resolution 35. 

The Washington State Association of Electrical Workers covering all of the 
electrical workers of the State of Washington, and a part of the International 

srotherhood of Electrical Workers, AFL—CIO, hereby wish to express their un- 
alterable opposition to section 3 of the Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 which 
would provide for a moratorium on all dam construction in the middle Snake 
River for a period of 5 years. 

We see no reason for this delay in dam construction. The excuse is being 
made that we must hold up construction because of fish problems. Our investi- 
gations show we can have both dams and fish by keeping the Salmon River 
open until the fish problem is solved. 

In view of the expanding economy in the Northwest, it will soon be necessary 
to produce more electric power. 

As electrical workers, we are vitally interested in maintaining work for the 
members of our organizations, and increasing the output of electricity in the 
Northwest will definitely add men to the payrolls in the electrical industry in 
addition to an increasing number of people in many types of work in our re- 
spective States. 

Besides being electrical workers, we are building tradesmen, and any type of 
construction makes work for building trades people. We believe that if a 5- 
year moratorium is declared on the Snake River, which would stop the immediate 
construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam, a grave injustice would be done to 
the population of the Northwest. 

Statistics will show that by 1964 or 1965, there will be a power shortage in 
the Northwest which can only be alleviated by the construction of hydroelectric 
powerplants, and if the Northwest States are to grow and prosper, it will be 
necessary to have available adequate, low-cost electric power. 

In a final analysis, the Washington State Association of Electrical Workers 
unanimously agreed that there should not be a 5-year moratorium on dam con- 
struction on the Snake River. 

Sincerely yours, 


JAMES H. Ox ey, President. 
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TILLAMOOK CHAPTER, IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, 
Tillamook, Oreg. 
RESOLUTION 


Whereas it is common knowledge and generally accepted as a fact that either 
the high Mountain Sheep Dam or the Nez Perce Dam will be built on the Snake 
River in the foreseeable future to care for the increasing demand of the North- 
west power pool, and 

Whereas the kilowattage which will be produced by these dams as now planned 
will be practically the same, and 

Whereas the Izaak Walton League cof America has always been and now is 
dedicated to the protection of fish and wildlife and especially to the complete 
protection of the fish life in the entire Salmon River drainage area, and 

Whereas it is common knowledge that the proposed Nez Perce Dam will be 
built below the confluence of the Salmon River and Snake River and this will 
block the Salmon River from the salmon run, and 

Whereas it is common knowledge that the proposed high Mountain Sheep Dam 
will be built above the confluence of the Salmon River with the Snake River 
and will be constructed in such a manner as to use the Immana River to make 
it possible for the salmon run to reach the upper reaches of the Snake River 
and its tributaries with no difficulty whatever, and 


Whereas section 3, Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35, if placed in force 
and effect will indefinitely block and delay the construction of high Mountain 
Sheep Dam notwithstanding the fact that the construction of said high Mountain 
Sheep Dam will not in any way block the salmon run in the Salmon River and 


will provide increased kilowattage for the Northwest power pool; Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Tillamook Chapter of the Isaac Walton League of America 
be and it does go on record of opposing section 3 of Senate Concurrent I 


tion 35 as not in the best interests of the entire Northwest region and especially 
Oregon, and be it further 
Resolved, That the Tillamook Chapter of the Isaac Walton League of America 
go on record and it does hereby endorse the fish resource as proposed in and by 
the other paragraph of said Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 
Unanimously adopted this 5th day of November 1959. 
TILLAMOOK CHAPTER, IZAAC WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, 
LEO B. SANDER, President. 
W.C. Foster, Secretary. 


> . ) 
tesolu- 


Senator Barrierr. Also offered for the record communications from 
W. C. Martin, editor and publisher of the Cottage Grove Sentinel, 
Cottage Grove, Oree., stating that he Opposes Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35 and that he supports SS. 2POSG6. 

From Glen Huston, 86 Grant Street, Lebanon, Oreg., in opposition 
to section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 and in support of 
S. 2586. 

And from Ted Rodman, 2885 South Santiam, Lebanon, Oreg.. 
who is for S. 2586 and opposed to section 3 of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35. 

They will be placed in the record 

ley Willi be placed in the record. 
(The letters referred to are as follows :) 
COTTAGE GROVE SENTINEL, 
Cottage Grove, Oreg., November 5, 1959. 
Senator BE. L. BARtTLert, 
Care of Harry Huse, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Astor Hotel, Astoria, Oreg. 

My DEAR SENATOR : This is to inform your committee that we are in accord 
with the resolution passed by the Cottage Grove Chamber of Cominerce on 
November 5, 1959. 

A copy of the above resolution is attached hereto for your information. 

Respectfully yours, 
W.C. MARTIN, Editor and Publisher. 
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Huston FUNERAL HOME, 
Lebanon, Oreg. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Care of Mr. Harry Huse, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Astoria, Oreg. 

Dear SENATOR BARTLETT: In regard to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, I am 
bitterly opposed to section 3 which would delay or defer the construction of high 
Mountain Sheep Dam. 

The growth of the Northwest requires maintaining and increasing the orderly 
rate of hydroelectric construction, and there are a limited number of major 
low-cost hydro sites available. 

The division engineer and Board of Engineers, U.S. Army Engineers, have 
recommended high Mountain Sheep Dam, and its development gives the greatest 
power and flood control storage with the greatest protection to salmon fishing; 
therefore, the only effect of the moratorium provisions of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35 is to delay needed development. 

I am in agreement, however, and support Senate bill 2586. 

Sincerely, 
1LEN HUSTON. 
RopMAN REALTY Co., 
Lebanon, Oreg., November 5, 1959. 
Senator E. L. Barr ert, 
Care of Mr. Harry Huse, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Astoria, Oreg. 


DrEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: I am deeply interested in the preservation and con- 
servation of anadromous fish spawning areas in the Pacific Northwest, and, 
after reading Senate bill 2586 and Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, I wish to go 
on record as supporting this bill and concurrent resolution with the exception of 
section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, which I oppose as a block to the 
development of hydroelectric dams, inconsistent with sound comprehensive de- 
velopment of the Columbia River Basin, and against the best interests of Oregon. 

As I see it, the proposed middle Snake dam-building moratorium is proposed 
by a minority group who favor Nez Perce Dam, and is a means of blocking con- 
struction of the high Mountain Sheep Dam. 

I urge your support in defeating section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

Sincerely, 
T. F. RopMAN. 

Senator Barrierr. The next witness is Jim Cellars, who will be 
followed by Gus Norwood and Mr. Westerholm. 

Glad to have you here, Mr. Cellars. 

Mr. Cetxars. Thank you. 

Senator Bartlett and Senator Neuberger, my name is James H. 
Cellars. I represent the Columbia River Salmon & Tuna Packers 
Association, Astoria, Oreg., Post Office Box 60. 

The membership of the Columbia River Salmon & Tuna Packers 
Association includes individuals, companies, and _ corporations, 
engaged in the business of canning, freezing, processing, marketing, 
and otherwise distributing fish and other waterfood products. Our 
membership in the course of usual operations processes over 90 percent 
of the commercial salmon catch taken on, and in the vicinity of, the 
Columbia River. 

The commercial fishery interest in the matter of dam construction 
in the Columbia River Basin rests only in the possible effect that such 
construction might have on the existence and maintenance of the 
Columbia River salmon resource. 

We are not interested in the public versus private power conflict. 
We are not interested in any form of public transportation service, 
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except in such a way as the demands for facilities by such interests 
may affect the salmon resource. 

Weare cognizant of the fact that the best interests of the majority of 
the people of the area and Nation must come ahead of the interests 
of any minority group. We do now, and have in the past, maintained 
there is room in the Columbia Basin for the dev elopment of sufficient 
hydroelectric power; reclamation projects; flood control works and 
meritorious transportation facilities, w ithout the initiation of develop- 
ments which will seriously damage or destroy the salmon resource. 

The Columbia River salmon resource, according to the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service returns an annual revenue in excess of $17 million, 
and produces annually some 35 million pounds of fine protein food. 
I am speaking of the total catch of the resource from Alaska south to 
California as well as in the Columbia River. 

While it is possible to give you the current value of this production 
in dollars, no one can place a dollar value on protein food production 
in terms of the future. Protein food is the most scarce commodity, of 
vital importance to human well-being and survival, in the world today, 
and, as the apparently inevitable population increase continues, it will 
become more scarce and more valuable. 

The commercial utilization of this resource is not something new. 
The first Columbia River salmon sold in civilized commerce were 
sacked in barrels and shipped to Boston by Capt. John Dominis of the 
Sie Owyhee in 1829. Canning of salmon on the river was initiated 
by William Hume in 1866. Since Hume’s day the sale of the Colum- 
bia River salmon pack has brought well over a billion dollars in new 
money into this area, and, we are confident that, given proper man- 
agement and room in the Columbia River system ‘to move and spawn, 
the salmon resource can continue to be an important industrial factor 
in the area for many years to come. 

It should also be noted that, in addition to its value in trade and 
commerce, this resource provides a substantial source of recreation 
to thousands of the residents of this area and many visitors to the 
Pacific Northwest. 

We feel that, in view of these facts, only the most grave considera- 
tions should permit any new developments which will seriously dam- 
age or threaten destruction of the Columbia salmon runs. 

We point out that the resource has already been seriously damaged 
on the basis of its original size and extent by the many inroads of 
civilization and particularly by the construction of dams across the 
Columbia and its tributaries in areas which are used by these anad- 
romous fish for spawning, and in their migrations to and from the 
ocean. 

The great run of June Chinooks on the river was completely de- 
stroy ed by the construction of Swan Falls Dam on the Snake River. 
Blueback runs blocked by dams from Payette and other lakes remain 
in only a shadow of their former abundance. 

The fine run of spring Chinooks which spawned above Grand Coulee 
Dam are no more. Many fine spawning tributaries are barred by 
impassable dams. Over 80 percent of the original salmon spawning 
areas in the Columbia are now blocked off or flooded out. Logging 
and mining operations have depleted the waterflows, and w ashed out 
or silted down spawning grounds. Manufacturing plants and munici- 
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pal systems have polluted the water in many areas beyond the pos- 
sibility of existence for fish life. 

Today the matter of the continued existence of this once great 
natural resource has reached the most — al point in its history, 
It is being literally squeezed to death between barriers of concrete 
and steel. 

We are before your committee to discuss legislation initiated in an 
attempt to save something of this great river system for the salmon, 

The problem has many facets. 

In initiating the discussion, I would like to impress upon your 
honorable committee the reasons why we believe the situation to be 
critical. 

Salmon and dams are not compatible. If we continue to build more 
dams in the path of the migrating salmon or where the backed up 
waters will ae out any substantial portion of the small remaining 
areas left for natural spawning, we will very soon have no salmon, 

Do not. be jon eived by the fact that since the 60-foot Bonneville 
Dam blocked the river in the late 1930's that salmon have continued 
to run. 

Some salmon are getting up over Bonneville, The Dalles, and Me- 
Nary Dams, and some are coming down. We in the industry are 
convinced that the attrition has been far greater than ever publicized. 

In a 40-year period prior t 0 1943, when the first fingerlings, whose 
parental cycle fought their way over the Bonneville barrier, returned 
to the river, the salmon runs continued on a stable haan The average 
for the last 10 years of that period Was as great, or greater, than for 
the first year 

In the 10 years following 1943 production dropped 40 percent. 
Bonneville Dam was the only new and pertinent factor. We were 
advised there probab ly Was a 5- to 5-percent loss to adults going over 
this very low dam, and possibly a 10- to 15-percent loss of fingerlings 
coming down. 

This did not explain the losses. We are now advised that a pres- 
ently u npublished report resulting from a study made for the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service indicates that some 21 percent of the adult 
Chinook salmon die annually in the spill below Bonneville. 

That’s news to us, gentlemen, and I think it’s news to you. I am 
unable to produce the record, but I believe if you direct an inquiry 
to the Oregon Fish Commission you can obtain the summary. 

Multiply such a loss by the eight even higher dams that will soon 
confront the Chinook on their upstream migrations and the serious- 
ness of this problem becomes apparent. The same number of even 
higher structures will face those races of salmon which move up into 
the Middle Snake. 

siologists from the State and Federal agencies will tell you that 
the real problem i is in relation to downstream migration. 

If the losses in this phase of the salmon’s life are greater than on 
the upstream passages, and there is evidence to indicate that they are, 
the salmon are in a bad way. 

I am not. going to discuss other factors endangering the resource 
as the result “of manmade action in changing the Columbia from a 
swift flowing river to a series of almost currentless pools; the flood- 











COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN FISHERY RESOURCES 1S5 


ing and silting of spawning grounds yand the raising of water temper- 
atures. 

Scientists employed by the agencies of Oregon, Washington, and 
Idaho either have or will provide you with such data, plus statistical 
information indicating depletion of the fishery. 

The legislation before you today attempts to do something to pre- 
vent. the immediate erection of further barriers in the so-called Mid- 
dle Snake River, the last of the once great salmon spawning areas left 
open. 

The problem is a composite one, involving two radically diferent 
factors, but both must be solved to save the salmon. ‘The first factor 
involves the provision of facilities that will enable the salmon races 
to move to and from their home spawning areas without dangerous 
losses. The second is the necessi V to make certain that when the 
fish arrive they will find these spawning area uncurt: ailed, and natural 


aoa ’ 4 ,’Y i a ie 
conditions unaffected by backwaters and reservoirs. 
rm} 4 rad : +] Saad < cial : 
he best salmon sanctuary is useless unless the migrating fish ean 


reach it. and the finest and most efficient passave facilities equally 


; rate 
useless 1f the fish have no place tO £0, 


It is estimated today that some S160 million of State and Federal 
funds have been spent in attempts to get the snimion up and down the 
‘ ° rr: ry . ’ . 1 
Columbia and Snake Rivers. The erection of one or two of the igh 


dadanis already proposed, and oune ily backed by power ana navigation 
interests, will render these expend tures Us eless, 

The only way to save the salmon is to stop building dams for an 
extended period in order to let research groups solve, if possible, the 
passage and spawning problems. ‘The problems relative to low dams 
have been solved only par ially and those relative to high dams not 
at all. 

Research has fallen far behind dam construction because research 
on the matter of salmon passage over a high dam cannot be done in 

laboratory. 

You must use a high dam as a focal point of such research and 
the biologists have not until recently had the dams, and still do 
not have the money, or sufficient authority mn the matter of waterflow 
regulations at any major dam, to do a job, 

We hold that today is a good time to stop bul ilding dams while 
this problem is studie d. We have suflicient power in the area for the 
present. The power people say we won't have in 10 or 15 years. 
Read the record and you will ‘find that 15 years ago and 10 years 
ago they said we would be terrificially short of power today. 

Army engineers have declared that inevitably hydropower on the 

Columbia will have to be firmed up in low y water periods by thermal 
generation power. If this is inevitable, why not initiate such a pro- 
gram now, and give the salmon resource a chance. 

Power costs will be shghtly increased, but many recent surveys in- 
dicate the cost of power in all but a few specialized industries, repre- 
sents an almost negligible percent of the sale price of the manufactured 
article. 

We have a certain kind of power practically running out of our 
ars. It is the so-called interruptible electric energy available from 
dams during maximum waterflow periods. This power is useless 
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except to certain specialized industries. If availability of power in 
this area is necessary to attract industry, a plentiful supply of firm 
power is a much more valuable magnet than an uncertain supply of 
cheap power. 

We are convinced that a study of this problem will indicate it is 
possible to build up this firm power far more cheaply, and far more 
quickly, by firming up the present uncertain hydro supply with the 
thermal plants than by building more dams whose ratings will rep- 
resent only about 65 percent firm power. 

We should, too, consider the probability that arrangements with 
Canada may soon be made whereby storage facilities can be established 
along the border that will greatly increase the supply of firm power 
available from present hydrogeneration facilities in the Columbia 
Basin. 

Under the circumstances we feel that now is the time something 
should and must be done to save the salmon resource. 

In relation to the proposed legislation before the committee, we 
recommend : 

SENATE BILL 2586 


We must oppose this bill as written. If its intent was to establish 
a fish sanctuary on the Salmon River, its aim is wide of the mark. 
We hold that its provisions, if approved by the Congress, would 
constitute an open invitation to build low-head dams on the Salmon 
River at a time where there is no indicated present intent to build any 
dam there. 

The language of the bill is vague and capable of varying interpre- 
tations. Who is to judge whether a dam planned for the Salmon 
River is more or less “restrictive” on the salmon runs than structures 
below ? 

We would favor this bill if amended to provide that the Salmon 
River be constituted a permanent sanctuary for spawning salmon with 
all dams and other obstructions banned, and that the same sanctuary 
provisions be extended to the Imnaha, Grande Ronde, and Clearwater 
Rivers in the Snake system and the Wenatchee, Entiat, Methow, and 
Okanogan River flowing into the main Columbia. These rivers must 
be set aside, at least for the present, to insure preservation of the 
resource. 

SENATE BILL 1420 


This measure permits the Secretary of the Interior to exercise some 
check on the Federal Power Commission where intent to license proj- 
ects for erection in the path of anadromous fish runs is indicated. 
We favor the measure as originally written to provide for affirmative 
action by the Congress to override a protest filed by Interior. The 
bill, as amended, is much weaker but still would represent a distinct 
advance toward solution of the salmon problem. 


CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 35 


This resolution in general provides for a moratorium in dam con- 
struction on the Middle Snake River from mile 180 to mile 245, and 
on the Salmon and Imnaha Rivers in the States of Oregon and Idaho, 
while studies are conducted by Federal and State agencies toward a 
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solution of the fish problems, such moratorium to extend at least until 
June 30, 1964. 

We are in favor of this measure as representing a distinct improve- 
ment over existing legislation. We point out, however, that the 5- 
year period indic ated gives barely time enough to study one cycle 
of salmon and suggest that the moratorium be extended in time to 
15 years, or until, at some lesser time the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv- 
ice shall inform the Secretary of Interior that fishery passage and 
spawning problems in the Snake River system have been solved. 

We also urge that the moratorium scope be extended to cover the 
Snake River from Ice Harbor Dam to Hells Canyon Dam site. We 
do approve the provisions for a program of study on this problem 
and urge that such provisions be implemented by legislation to pro- 
vide the 1 equired funds. 

One matter is not specifically noted in any of the three measures 
but is of apparently prime importance in some of the material that 
will be presented to you today. You have heard various attitudes 
relative to the so-called high Mountain Sheep Dam. 

The attitude of the industry on the high Mountain Sheep project 
has been repeatedly stated. We do not believe that there exists any 
present need for the erection of any dam in the Middle Snake area 
which will endanger any substantial portion of the salmon runs. 

Mountain Sheep would damage the salmon runs in the Snake which 
are seeking passage above the ‘Salmon River confluence. lowever, 
if, and here that is a big word, it is felt by the Congress that a high 
dam structure must be constructed in this general area, we would 
greatly prefer to see any such a project loc ated at or above the pro- 
posed Mountain Sheep site than below such a site. 

To be even more specific, we are convinced that if such a dam must 
be built, one erected above the Salmon River would be far less damag- 
ing than a high dam at the proposed Nez Perce site below the Salmon 
River. 

It may appear to you that our stand in this matter is unreasonable. 
Certainly it will be attacked by the power and navigation interests 
and their allies. However, we feel that the time to compromise and 
quibble has passed. We must now impress on the Congress and the 
public in general the fact that in the light of present-day knowledge, 
salmon and dams cannot live together. 

We must emphasize that each low dam destroys a substantial por- 
tion of the salmon runs crossing it. As to high dams, there simply 
does not exist today any proven method of moving the salmon up 
and down without decimating losses. We feel that now is the time 
for decision in this matter. 

Are there the potential values inherent in the Columbia River 
salmon resource to justify our request for a temporary halt in the 
dam-building program ? 

Proper management plus the maintenance of a natural environment 
has led to the building up of the Sockeye salmon runs on the Fraser 
River. I think Milo Moore mentioned this. 

This rehabilitation took place after a lower river slide had almost 
destroyed the fishery. 

The Adams River Run, coming from a tributary of the Fraser of 
that name, is spawned on some 305 acres of gravel streambed. In two 
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cycles this run has returned some $60 million to the fishermen of the 
United States and Canada. Other tributary runs are being built up 
at this time, with similar results expected in the near future. 

We cite this matter to show what can be done with salmon. We 
may not reach this goal on the Columbia. However, the Chinook 
salmon is a virile fish and, given a chance, it will breed, grow, and 
thrive. We believe that the salmon of the Columbia should be given 
this chance. 

In a few generations to come, the presence of abundant runs of 
salmon furnishing millions of pounds of fine a ein food will repre- 
sent a far higher dollar value than a series of idle concrete monu- 
ments. 

It is almost inevitable that in the years ahead, siltation will destroy 
the efficiency of these structures, an dl more like ly, nuclear generation 
facilities that can take the power to the raw material and the market- 
place will complete their obsolescence. 

This appeal to the Congress through your committee is made on 
behalf of an industry which has suffered heavily anzing the past 16 
years from circumstances over which it has had no contr 

Processors, fishermen, one cannery workers, thousan ido of residents 
of this area have seen their paye hecks disappear or diminish as the 
salmon runs have declined under the impact of a program of building 


? 


huge multi-purpose dams, implemented for the great part by their 


] 


own Government. 

I might mention that there is also a capital investment in the salmon 
industry of some $25 million, including some $50 million for fisher- 
men’s boats and gear and $10 million for plant and transportation 
facilities, and so forth. 

The Columbia River fisherman has been extremely hard hit. For 
decades prior to 1942 his fishing season averaged around 280 days each 
year, without any ill effect on the resource. Today he is limited to 
99 days per year, a cut of - proximately 65 percent. 

The Columbia River fisherman has taken these drastic regulations 
with a minimum of § ae Behind this attitude has been the 
hope that some day the de ‘pletion of the salmon runs by dams and other 
structures, which have destroyed the natural environment of the sal- 
mon, might be halted. It has become apparent to us that only con- 
eressional action can save the Columbia River salmon. We hope 
that action will be taken and in time. 

With your permission I would like to extend this very briefly 1 
the matter of some questions that have been asked by the committee. 

Senator Bartierr. We will be glad to hear from you further, Mr. 
Cellars. 

Mr. Cettars. When we compare kilowatts and salmon I would like 
to point this out, you can get kilowatts in many ways. You can only 
get salmon in one way and in this situation in one place. In the 
eastern part of the United States where industry is crowded door to 
door—factories are crowded door to door, they provide electric power, 
without hydro developments. And they are prosperous, at least as 
prosperous as this area here, as Senator Neuberger well knows. 

So when we have the matter of comparing salmon and kilowatts it 
should be taken in regard that kilowatts can be obtained some other 
way, but salmon you only have one place to get them. 
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The other thing is, we—Senator Neuberger was talking about 
Madras and Astoria—that was interesting to me because he said that 
it was kind of hard to judge something which would keep us getting 
salmon, but at the same time take away possible wages and business 
from the people at Madras. 

I would like to call your attention that precedence in this Nation 
has quite a history. The first person to file on a water right legally, 
the first person to take up a land claim, got it. I think that we ean 
claim precedence over the power situation. While it might be wrong 
to deny the people of Madras some wages while they are building a 
dam and that only lasts a short time or some wages perhaps from 
something that comes out of the dam, is it right to give these people 
those things by taking it away from us? 

[ think there is a question that should be given some consideration. 
We were first, and another point is w hi ut are you going to do? We 
have had power in this area around Astoria here, plenty of it and 
reasonably cheap for many years. But our biggest industry is still 
the fishing indus try. What are they going to do with millions of 
kilowatts at Madras? What would we do with millions of kilowatts 
down here? Both are more or less in the same place. We have no 
raw materials in particular to manufacture with them and we cer- 
tainly haven’t the markets adjacent close to us to send the product if 
we had it manufactured. 

I think these things should be taken into your thinking when you 
judge the problem of kilowatts and salmon. 

Another thing I might say about Madras and Astoria. We have 
the rule of the majority here, and I think if you built a dam for the 
people of Madras and destroyed the salmon runs that you would 
be hurting a lot more people than you would help. 

Thank you. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you for your illuminating statement, 
Mr. Cellars. You engaged in no quibbling at all. 

You might be willing to brand these hydro people as claim jumpers, 
I take it ? 

Mr. Cretiars. Well, I want to make myself clear. We are not 
opposed to all dams. We haven't the slightest objection to building 
all the dams as high as they please as long as they don’t bother the 
salmon, and we hold there are plenty of places they can still be built 
without bothering the salmon. But we do hold, and what I am trying 
to impress is that the people of the Northwest here, and I think the 
people of the Nation have been given the idea that you can build these 
dams and keep your salmon. But we have every evidence in our 
declining salmon runs to indicate that you can’t. It just does not 
seem possible. 

We hope that they can get some passage facilities, but if they can, 
what are you going to do about your spawning grounds. If you save 
the spawning ¢g “grounds, what are you going to do about your passage 
facilities. 

Frankly, we have people in our association who have been in the 
industry for 50 or 60 years, and we feel that you might possibly be 
able to get salmon over low dams and maintain a small run. Some 
kind of a run of salmon. We doubt if they ever will be able to get 
them over high dams. We hope they will, but we see no indication of 
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any system or any process that will get salmon over high dams, and 
when I speak of high dams, Senator, I mean dams 300 feet to 500 feet. 

With a big drawdown behind them as most of our flood control, 
partial flood control dams have, we see no way in the world of getting 
salmon up or down over them. I hope it can be done, but we don’t 
think it can. 

Senator Bartierr. Senator Neuberger, do you have any questions? 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. Chairman, I was rather intrigued with the 
statement that Mr. Cellars made on page 4, when he said: 


We are now advised that a presently unpublished report resulting from a study 
made for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, indicates that some 21 percent 
of adult Chinook salmon die annually in the spill below Bonneville. 


That’s the middle of page 4. 

I wonder if that report is available so it could be included in the 
hearing record, because if there is such a report I think it would be 
quite pertinent and significant. 

Mr. Cetxars. I understand the summary is available here. 

Senator Neuzercer. Do you think somebody would have it? 

Mr. Huser. I will check with the Department of the Interior. 

(Note: Study not completed, August 8, 1960.) 


ABSTRACT OF AN INVESTIGATION OF ADULT CHINOOK SALMON MORTALITY IN THE 
VICINITY OF BONNEVILLE DAM 


The extent of mortality of adult Chinook salmon in the vicinity of Bonne- 
ville Dam was studied in July-September 1954 and April—July 1955 by the 
Oregon Fish Commission under contract to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

The mortality enumeration tec hnique used in the study required that experi- 
mental and freshly killed fish react in a similar manner. No statistical difference 
was found in time required to float for 24 experimental salmon carcasses which 
had been frozen and 14 fresh salmon carcasses at a given water temperature 
within the tested range of 45° to 63° F. 

Dead tagged fish were released below Bonneville Dam and systematic searches 
were made to recover tagged and untagged carcasses to form a basis for calculat- 
ing the total number of deal Chinook below the dam. 

The study was conducted in 1954 and 1955, although the first year’s results are 
not sufficient for a reliable mortality estimate primarily because of experimental 
techniques. The estimate of mortality is based on the 1955 fieldwork. 

On June 30 and July 1, 1955, a total of 1,169 tagged Chinook carcasses was 
released several hundred yards below the dam from a boat traversing the river. 
The counts of upstream migrant Chinook at Bonneville before and after the 
release were good and the flows were relatively high. 

The river was observed primarily by boat between April 4 and July 22, 1955, 
expending about 1,700 hours at eight stations from 2 to 58 miles below the dam. 
During a specific 11-day period, 31 tagged and 117 untagged Chinook carcasses 
were recovered. From these recoveries, the mortality was estimated to be 4,412 
fish or 21 percent of the Bonneville Chinook count for the appropriate period 
of June 28—July 8. 

It was shown that there is a direct relationship between spillway discharge 
and mortality rate; the magnitude is proportional to the number of fish present 
and the flow. Flows in excess of 250,000-cubie feet per second coincide with 
mortalities. 

It should be remembered that this represents only 1 year’s findings; additional 
study is recommended and particularly on certain aspects of the problem. Based 
on preliminary results, the estimated mortality was for probably the most 
critical season in the year. Aithough substantial numbers of Chinook are present 
at other times, it is tentatively believed that mortalities are not as great then 
because of reduced flow. 

Possibly the most important finding is that very significant numbers of up- 
stream migrant Chinook are killed at Bonneville, the lowest main stem dam 
on the system which is only about 60 feet high. It shows that although very 
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large numbers of fish are apparently successfully passed, that alone is not 
conclusive evidence fish are not experiencing difficulty in passage. 
OREGON FISH COMMISSION. 

NOVEMBER 16, 1959. 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. Huse said he will take a check on it, be- 
cause I believe it would be a very important part of the hearing record. 

Mr. Cetxars. I think it is in the possession of the Oregon Fish 
Commission. 

Senator Barrierr. Well, I am wondering if we can’t get it from the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service itself. If they prepared the study 
and ae, 0g9 the report that might be the best 

Mr. Cetiars. The study was made under contract with the Fish 
and Wildlife Service. I don’t think they own the study. 

Senator Barrierr. Well, maybe Mr. Huse will request the original, 
too. 

Senator Neupercer. I think that will be very valuable 

Mr. Day is standing I see, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Day. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Day come forward please and talk into this 
instrument or I will be bawled out. 

Mr. Criars. I would like to say before I leave that I have talked 
tothe head of the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries. 

Mr. Day. Mr. Chairman, as Mr. Cellars has stated, the Oregon Fish 
Commission some 5 years ago—4 or 5 years ago, I believe—conducted 
a research study under contract with the Federal funds of the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. This was a study on the mortality of fish 
below Bonneville Dam. It was undertaken with a great deal of 
painstaking effort. We have had the report quite adequately reviewed. 
It is now being prepared for publication, and an abstract of the re- 
port could be furnished for the use of this committee, if so desired. 
We would be glad to have it discussed if you want to take the time 
now. 

Senator Barrierr. In light of what you have to say, Mr. Day, we 
won't ask Mr. Huse to try to get an original but will gladly accept 
the summary which you a 

Mr. Day. Thank you, sir, and it is in the process of publication at 
the moment. 

Senator Bartierr. Fine. 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. Cellars, in view of the general thesis of 
your testimony, don’t you believe that it is most important that no 
effort be spared to work out an agreement with Canada for a 
tion of power mutually on the upper Columbia River above the Cana- 
dian border ? 

Mr. Cenuars. I certainly do, Senator. I think that it is one of the 
most important things, because through the successful conclusion 
of such an agreement we will obtain a firming up of present power fa- 
cilities already existing on the main Columbia, that will furnish a 
substantial amount of power in this country and ease this pressure 
to build more dams in salmon territory. 

Senator Neusercer. This additional power as a result of an agree- 
1 with Canada would be without the sacrifice of a single additional 
fish. 


Mr. Cetuars. You are completely correct. 
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Senator Neuspercer. Thank you, Mr. Cellars. 

I have no more questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Cellars, both Senator Neuberger and J] 
turned our special attention to page 4 of your statement and I quote 
these words from that statement : 

In the 10 years following 1948, production dropped 40 percent. Bonneville 
Dam was the only new and pertinent factor. 

That concludes the quotation. 

How did that drop in production aggregating 40 percent appear? 
Was it a gradual 5 percent a year, or-—— 

Mr. Crtiars. No, Senator, it was not. It occurred to a great ex- 
tent in the first 2 years afterward and as you probably know, I know 
you know salmon runs fluctuate like any fauna do. They have their 
good years and bad years and it has fluctuated in that way since, 
Since that time, Senator, this loss, over that period since 1943 1s about 
60 percent now. But it goes up and down, but the loss on the 10- 
year average was 40 percent. 

nator Barrierr. Yes, you would expect it to go up and down, it 
vars does. 

Mr. Cexxiars. Yes. 

Senator Barrierr. But that leads then—what you have said leads 
to my next question. 

Do vo believe that dam construction, or any initiated and 
pleted, has doomed the fila on the Columbia River by virtue of 
this 60 percent decline which apparently is still continuin er? 

Mr. Crtziars. If we can maintain the Columbia River system with 
no more dams than are at presently erected, which the salmon have 
had to pass, we are hopeful that we can maintain the nucleus of the 
run, that if in some future day these problems may be solved, we 
could rebuild. We do feel that once that nucleus is destroyed, the 
whole idea is hopeless, it is gone forever. 

Senator Barrierr. You are not entirely confident though. I 
would take it that 60 percent represents the total percentage drop that 
you are going toincur. It may continue to go down ¢ 

Mr. Cetuars. It might, sir. 

Senator Barrierr. On account of the dams built, in your opinion? 

Mr. Cennars. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bartierr. You join with Mr. Johansen, I would infer, in 
attributing the situation not only to the height of the dams but to the 
loss of the spawning areas ? 

Mr. Cretxars. Definitely. In fact we are coming to the conclusion 
that in regard to—I hate to use the words “low dams’—that the loss 
of spawning grounds is a more serious factor. ‘There are a number 
of factors, sir. One is the delay in getting upstream. One is the 
actual death loss in getting upstream. Another is the fact that sal- 
mon go up and get into a pool where is no current. He is used to 
heading up a current, he delays his timing to each spawning grounds 
and any biologist will tell you that this is one of the most important 
things there is to a spawning salmon to get to the place where he can 
spawn at the right time. 

Another thing is that these little fish coming down as you know 
back down. They keep their heads upstream against the current and 
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kind of back down on the way to sea. They get in a pool and the 
Columbia River will be a pool with the completion of the Priest 
Rapids series and Wanapum and so forth from Bonneville clear up 
to the impassable barrier of Chief Joseph Dam. Already, we have 
noted in 1 year at Brownlee that the migration of fingerlings down 
has been delayed and the only explanation we can have is that they 
didn’t know where to go. Nocurrent to guide them. 

Senator Barrierr. You don’t share the optimism consciously ex- 
pressed by, I believe it was Mr. Anderson of the U.S. Fish and Wild- 
life Service before the committee on July 17, 1959, in Washington, 
that this problem of transporting fish up and over a dam and bring 
them down may be solved within the comparatively near eae 

Mr. Ceniars. We do not believe that it can be solved in 5 years. 

Senator Barrtery. Let me ask you this then, Mr. ¢ ‘elliavs. Assum- 
ing that solution one be had, now or later, is there any way in your 
ero ae the spawning area situation could be corrected 4 

Mr. Ceniars. Well that is another problem. We have done some 
work, the  hioliglate have in Washington and Oregon, and I do not 
know to what extent fish and wildlife biologists have participated in 
the creation of so-called artificial spawning grounds. 

Ina general way, as you well know, salmon require clean gravel and 
generally running and cold water in which to successfully spawn. 
They will not spawn i any other condition. There are some 
other specific conditions but those are the general ones. 

Yes, some work has been done on artificial spawning grounds but 
t hasn’t progressed to the point now where we know whether it could 
he thousands and thousands of salmon we 
require to maintain the Columbia River run in anything like even its 
present condition. 

Senator Barrierr. Then your affirmative statement to the commit- 
tee is, that a choice must be made and perhaps right now as between 
more dams and the continuation of the salmon fish runs on the 
Columbia. 

Mr. Cetniars. We feel, sir, that the choice must be made, and now. 
In fact whether we are going to have salmon or whether we are going 
to put more dams not on the Columbia Basin because I can give you 
the name of a dozen or more dams that could be built and have been 
proposed that could be built without hurting the salmon, but if you 
build any more dams at the present time in the present state of knowl- 
~ in the past any substantial portion of the Columbia salmon run 

flood out another substantial portion of the remaining spawning 
Pi nniae: we do not believe that the Columbia River salmon run as 
such can survive. 

Senator Barrterr. Thank you, sir. 

Any further questions, Senator Neuberger / 

Senator Neusercer. No, thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Bartriterr. Mr. Yarwood was to have testified. However, 
he could not linger with us and so he has asked that his statement on 
behalf of the Spokane County Sportsmen’s Association, Inc., be placed 
in the record, and that will be done. 

(The statement follows :) 








194 


COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN FISHERY RESOURCES 


STATEMENT OF E. C. YARWOOD, ON BEHALF OF THE SPOKANE COUNTY SPORTSMEN’S 
ASSOCIATION, INC., SPOKANE, WASH. 


My name is E. C. Yarwood. I am representing the Spokane County Sports- 
men’s Association, Inc., 1815 East Ninth, Spokane, Wash. This organization has 
a membership of 460 sportsmen from the inland empire. We are dedicated to 
the conservation and preservation of our natural resources. Therefore we are 
dedicated to the proper use of our natural resources. 

I am indeed grateful for the opportunity of being able to pass on to you 
gentlemen the views of the sportsmen of this area concerning these important 
issues. 

The association assembled in Spokane, Wash., September 17, 1959, passed a 
resolution commending Senators Church and Neuberger for their proposed Sen- 
ate bill 2586 which would prohibit the construction of dams blocking the Salmon 
River that would prevent the passage of anadromous fish. 

The resolution, passed by our group, also provided that the Senate bill be 
strengthened by an amendment that would prohibit the construction of any 
dam regardless of height that would block the Salmon River in Idaho. 

We wholeheartedly believe that the Salmon River should be a sanctuary for 
our migrating fish. 

At the same meeting a resolution asking for a consideration of Senate Joint 
Resolution 35 was introduced and defeated. The discussions and deliberations 
of the sportsmen on this resolution revealed that such legislation would prohibit 
the construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam above the mouth of the Salmon 
River. This would immediately expose the Salmon River to blockage by the 
eventual construction of the Nez Perce Dam because if high Mountain Sheep is 
not built, Nez Perce will be. 

The association reasoned that it was unrealistic to expect that fishery research 
would provide answers to the many complex fish-dam problems within 5 years, 
or 10 years, or even 20 years. 

At the present time we have the assurance that the Nez Perce Dam could not 
be built if high Mountain Sheep is. Therefore, it seems reasonable to oppose a 
measure that would prohibit high Mountain Sheep—the known implement that 
would keep the Salmon River open. 

The Spokane association has taken no action on Senate bill 1420. However 
early in December 1957 our organization resolved that the Federal Power Act 
be amended with the proviso: *““That no license affecting the migration of anad- 
romous fish in any navigable waters of the United States or of streams flowing 
through or adjacent to lands owned by the Federal Government shall be issued 
until the plans for fish passage facilities have been approved by the Bureau of 
Sports Fisheries and Wildlife and the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries of the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.” 

Therefore, the membership would favor legislation that would require all 
dam building agencies to submit for the approval of our State and Federal fish 
and game departments all designs and plans for dams that would block the 
natural migratory path of our salmon aud steelhead. 

I would personally like to express my gratitude to the committee for the 
opportunity of speaking in behalf of the sportsmen of this area. 


Senator Barrierr. Mr. Rollin E. Bowles likewise submits a state- 
ment for the record. 

Senator Neupercer. For the record Mr. Bowles is chairman of the 
Oregon State Game Commission. 

(The statement follows:) 


STATEMENT OF Roun E. Bowles, CHAIRMAN OF THE OREGON STATE GAME 
COMMISSION 


I wish to express my appreciation for the time and opportunity made available 
to me to appear before this committee in relation to the fishery problems of the 
Columbia River drainage. I wish the record to show that I make this state- 
ment as a citizen of Oregon and one who was born and raised in the Pacific 
Northwest, rather than as a member of the Oregon State Game Commission, 
whose statement will be presented by the staff of that commission. 

In order that this committee may be more familiar with the salmon picture 
on this great stream, I might start out by stating that four of the five species 
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of salmon found on the Pacific coast are native to the Columbia River. These 
are the Chinook, the silver, the sockeye or blueback, and the dog or chum 
salmon. Added to these are the steelhead, which is classified in many areas 
as a trout rather than as a salmon. They are all of significant commercial im- 
portance in the Columbia River area. Within these species of salmon and 
steelhead there may be many races entering the same main stream, but destined 
for different areas in the drainage, and in some cases entering upon their 
spawning migration at different times of the year. This differential in timing 
of spawning migrations is most sharply defined in the Chinook and steelhead 
species, where we have the spring Chinook that enters the main Columbia 
River as early as February and in the lower river area reaches its peak in 
April or May; these fish for the most part are destined for the upstream areas 
such as the Salmon River in Idaho and the Methow, Entiat, and Wenatchee 
Rivers in Washington; and the fall Chinook entering the river from June 
through September, reaching their greatest abundance in late August and 
early September. Some races of the fall Chinook spawn in streams that are 
quite near tidewater, others are destined for the upper Snake River and the 
many other streams that enter Columbia, as well as the main stem of the 
Columbia itself. The two races of steelhead are locally known as the winter 
run, entering the river generally in late October and early November, reaching 
their peak in December and January, and for the most part entering tributaries 
of the Columbia below Bonneville Dam before spawning. 

The summer run steelhead for the most part enters the lower part of the 
Columbia River in July through September, reaching their greatest peak in 
August, and practically all of this race of steelhead spawn in tributaries enter- 
ing the Columbia River system above Bonneville Dam. 

There are distinct races among the other species of salmon mentioned, but 
the clearest demarcation is within the two groups that I have just spoken about. 

The first commercial enterprises among the white settlers in the Pacific North- 
west grew up around trapping and fishing. These were the two resources that 
brought the first of our settlers westward. The commercial harvest of salmon 
reached its apex on the Columbia River in 1886, when the greatest number of 
canneries and the largest commercial pack ever recorded on that river were 
made. The fishery declined slightly after that time, but maintained a high 
level of abundance until after the construction of the high hydroelectric projects 
was undertaken on the main stem of the river itself. This fishery was main- 
tained at a high level abundance even though a large commercial harvest was 
taken by all types of gear within the river itself as well as an intensive troll 
fleet operating in the ocean, and taking salmon of Columbia River origin from 
Alaska to California. 

In 1940 the commercial industry enjoyed one of the finest years in the 35-year 
span preceding that. After 1940 the decline of the populations of salmon and 
steelhead in the Columbia River system was quite rapid, and has continued in 
some species to the present day. 

After the construction of Bonneville Dam, begun in 1933, and Grand Coulee 
Dam shortly thereafter, greater restrictions were placed upon the commercial 
fishery in the lower river. All fixed gear, such as seines and fishtraps, were 
barred, fish wheels having been removed from the river previously. In 1942 the 
commrcial fishermen on the river were allowed to operate 249 days of the year. 
In 1959 they were allowed to operate only 99 days out of the year. The area in 
which commercial operations can be conducted in the Columbia River has also 
been reduced. 

Restrictions have been placed upon the recreational fishermen during that 
period also. Bag limits have been reduced, and in 1959 it became illegal in the 
States of Oregon and Washington to fish for salmon in the Columbia River or 
any of its tributaries during the entire month of November, in order that the 
remnants of some species of salmon, which were declining very rapidly, could 
have utmost protection. During the same period of time the ocean troll fleet 
has been restricted as to the time it may fish for salmon; length limits of 22 
inches on silver salmon and 26 inches on Chinook salmon have been established 
and rigidly enforced by the responsible agencies of the States of the Pacific 
coast and in the Province of British Columbia, Canada. During that time also 
an ocean gillnet fleet had made its appearance and fishing with gillnets in the 
ocean waters off the Pacific coast is barred by all four Pacific Coast States and 
the Province of British Columbia at present. 





196 COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN FISHERY RESOURCES 


These facts are presented to this committee, that it may understand that the 
responsible agencies charged with fishery management have not hesitated to 
impose more rigid restrictions upon their own fishermen, to preserve the fishery 
resources of this great river system. Despite these restrictions upon both 
the commercial and sports fishery, a decline is still continuing with respect to 
the fall runs of the chinook and the silver salmon native to the Columbia River 
There have been some modest increases in the spring chinook and summer run 
steelhead. The sockeye populations are maintaining a reasonable level of abun- 
dance, but not increasing; and the chum salmon, which for the most part are 
destined for streams below Bonneville Dam, are in a very precarious condition 
in the Columbia River area. For those runs that are dependent upon spawning 
areas above Bonneville Dam, no other conclusion can be reached whatever than 
that the dams within the Columbia River and the additional construction that 
has occurred on tributary streams must bear the responsibility for this tragic 
decline of our salmon resources. No other conclusion can be reached in view 
of the restrictions that have been placed upon the commercial fishery in relation 
to the intensity of that fishery prior to the advent of the extensive construction 
within the river system, for the factors that would have caused this dramatic 
decline were practically all present within the river system long prior to the 
advent of major construction and the fishery was maintaining itself at a high 
level. 

Approximately 70 percent of the spawning area available to anadromous fishes 
in the Columbia River Basin at the advent of white man are now blocked com- 
pletely to those fishes as the result of hydroelectric, irrigation, and other types 
of construction on the main stem, as well as the tributary streams. Much of 
this construction was undertaken without too much consideration for the fish- 
ery resource. That undertaken prior to Bonneville Dam in 1933 can be ration- 
alized in its disregard of the fishery resources by reason of the fact that many 
streams still supported a marvelous run of salmon and steelhead and the elimi 
nation of a comparatively small segment was not considered to be of serious 
import. However, we are now faced with the tragic prospect of eliminating 
entirely and for all times the major runs of salmon in the Columbia River 
system, unless a more coordinated and intensive effort is made to the end that 
all agencies dealing with water resource problems be brought into a coordinated 
group that has not only authority but the responsibility for determining when 
and where dams will be built and likewise determining the magnitude and in- 
tensity of the research program necessary to maintain this fishery at a high 
level of abundance. Unfortunately, no such coordinating agency is now in ex- 
istence, and dams have been constructed where they seem most expedient to the 
agency, public or private, that may at the moment, be involved. This, over the 
yery Vigorous objections of fishery agencies and those private citizens, like 
myself, who have been interested in this great resource, even though we had no 
commercial interest in it, either directly or indirectly. It is the feeling of not 
only myself but a number of other people, both professional and otherwise, 
that the time has come when no administrative agency or other group who have 
no direct responsibility to the public for the maintenance of the fishery resources 
should be permitted to make the decision. We in the Northwest are enjoying the 
best electric power picture that we have enjoyed since the end of World War 
II, in that for the next 6 to 8 years construction that is already under- 
way will keep pace with any increased demands that are foreseeable. Likewise 
we are at a point in negotiations with the Dominion of Canada that promises to 
solve the conflict between the two nations relating to the utilization of the 
Columbia River watershed in Canada and the distribution of benefits within that 
framework of use. An agreement of this nature would add significantly to our 
electric power picture without jeopardizing any areas now supporting runs of 
salmon and steelhead. The resource, being of such tremendous value, both com- 
mercially and recreationally, should not be placed in any further jeopardy, ex- 
cept upon the direct authorization from the Congress of the United States, who 
are responsible to ail of the people; and we are now at the crossroads where 
within the immediate future such a decision is likely to be made without the 
approval of Congress, unless legislation is immediately adopted with the end in 
view of Congress making the ultimate decision. 

It will be pointed out that fish are being successfully passed both upstream 
and downstream over structures of approximately 100 feet in height. That is 
quite true; but at each of those structures the fishery resource is suffering losses 
in varying degree to both upstream and downstream migrants. This variance 
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is occasioned by the operating techniques connected with the structure, the 
change in the ecological differences created by the impoundment, the timing of 
the runs, the effect of the structure and the impoundment on the temperature 
gradient of the water, and numerous other factors. Salmon must have cool 
running water and suitable gravel beds to successfully reproduce their kind. 

We have had stations for the artificial propagation of salmon on the Pacific 
coast since 1872; yet with some species of salmon, particularly spring Chinook 
and summer run steelhead, we cannot point to a single completely successful 
operation anywhere, despite the efforts of the most dedicated people to be found 
anywhere in this Nation who were assigned to that task, and the application of 
the best known and most advanced methods. We are faced with the stark 
reality that unless these species of salmon reach their native habitat for repro- 
duction in the fashion that nature designed, they are going to be lost and dis- 
appear from the face of the earth, as has the passenger pigeon before them. 
Such an event has taken place with some races of salmon, and we know of no 
way to replace them, even though the stream might again be placed in a natural 
condition. Those races of fish are gone forever. 

With some other species of salmon and some races, artificial propagation has 


proved an outstanding success, but with the same species but of a different race 
failure has again haunted the scientist 


ts in the field and failure all too often. 
The fish hatchery is a wonderful tool, and I do not wish my remarks to be mis- 
interpreted that I am castigating fish hatcheries, for they have performed and 
are performing an extremely useful function; but more must be known about 
their failure and why they have failed than we now know before it can be 
said that a fish hatchery is the panacea that will cure ali the ills that beset the 
salmonoids of the Pacific coast. 

I would like to point out to this committee one suecessful rehabilitation of 
the return of salmon in the Pacific Northwest, that of the Fraser River sock- 
eye. In 1918 an excess of 2,390,000 45-pound cases of sockeye salmon were 
packed from the Fraser River run. As the result of the construction of the 
Canadian National Railway down the Fraser River during 1913 and 1914, 
blockages occurred that prevented the salmon from reaching their native spawn- 
ing grounds. Some races were totally eliminated by this blockage. 
dwindled to where a pack of less than 50,000 cases was occasioned in some 
years following that. In 1937 a treaty was entered into between the United States 
and Canada establishing a commission charged with the responsibility not 
only of managing those fish, looking toward a restoration, but of dividing the 
pack equally between American and Canadian fisheries. Without the aid of 
a single hatchery, except one station f 


The runs 


r research purposes, this great fishery 
was by 1958 restored to the point where approximately 900,000 cases of sockeye 
were again packed by the commercial industry, and for the first time in the 
history of salmon management over 1 million salmon were driven from the 
spawning beds of the Adams River by an electric fence to prevent crowding 
and potential loss of the entire spawning population. At the same time, the 
pack as between the United States and Canadian 


fishermen was divided to 
within less than 2 percent differential. This is 


management at its best. We 
must remember, however, that the Fraser River and the spawning beds of its 
tributary streams are in their native condition. The Canadians apparently feel 
that this fishery is of such tremendous importance to their nation, that they 
intend to keep the Fraser River in that condition, even though it potentially 
rivals the Columbia River as a possible source of hydroelectric power. 

The salmonoid resources of the Columbia River are important nationally and 
internationally. At certain times of the year, in certain parts of Alaska, 70 
percent of the catch of the commercial troll fleet are salmon of Columbia River 
origin. This is not meant in any way to criteize the Alaskan fishermen or their 
methods or the responsible Alaskan agencies, but only to point out the signifi- 
cance of these resources well beyond the Columbia River itself. 

Fishermen off the northern coast of California also partake in the harvest 
of Columbian River salmon, as, of course, do the fishermen of Oregon and Wash- 
ington. The sports fishery for salmon of Columbia River origin is quite intense 
in Idaho as it is all along the Columbia River in Oregon and Washington, to 
say nothing of the sportsmen’s harvest of these magnificent fish in their ocean 
environment. 

Many people have attempted to place a dollar value on the recreational uti- 
lization of this resource, but I feel that such is impossible. Who is to say what 
the value to the sportsmen may be of a day spent fishing for salmon, either in 
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the rivers or at sea? Certainly it can’t be equated on the basis of the price 
paid to the commercial fishermen, or for that matter the price of salmon at the 
fish market. As an example of this, let us look at sailfish and marlin. Fisher- 
men spend thousands of dollars fishing for these magnificent specimens; yet 
the eating qualities of both are considered negligible; one friend remarking that 
the marlin tasted like a piece of smoked rope. But certainly the value of these 
fish to those seeking recreation is of tremendous importance; and certainly 
no less importance should be placed upon the salmon fishery. I have had per- 
sonally the pleasure of catching many salmon and have caught sailfish, but I 
can’t equate my enjoyment in a mundane matter of dollars and cents. I hope 
that time makes available to me the opportunity of enjoying the pleasure of 
-atching both in the future. 

We are here today considering three specific pieces of legislation now before 
the U.S. Senate. I will discuss them in relation to the time in which they were 
presented for Senate consideration. 

S. 1420 would amend the Federal Power Act to give the Secretary of the 
Interior, to whom the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is responsible, more 
authority with respect to the licensing of hydroelectric projects by amending the 
Federal Water Power Act. Ample precedent for this amendment exists in the 
law, the original act giving similar authority to the Corps of Engineers of the 
U.S. Army with respect to the construction of projects which would affect navi- 
gation. The original act contained the authority vested in the Corps of Engineers. 
S. 1420 would go one step further, in that where there was no agreement as 
between the Federal Power Commission and the Secretary of the Interior, reports 
of their position would be presented to each House of the Congress, and upon 
Congress itself would rest the ultimate decision. This amendment to the Federal 
Water Power Act would in the minds of the conservation groups and fisheries 
agencies be an extremely valuable piece of legislation. 

I personally realize that the Congress has in the past been very reluctant to 
give an administrative department veto power over an independent agency, as 
this bill would in fact do, but Congress in this instance would have the ultimate 
decision on an irreconcilable conflict. I personally am convinced that this would 
be good legislation, in that it would most likely bring about a coordinating group 
for the scheduling of construction of projects, particularly in the Columbia 
River system, where this great conflict as between fish and dams has reached its 
apex, so that those projects which would do no injury, or the least injury to the 
fishery resources would first be constructed and others scheduled in a time 
sequence which would give the fisheries agencies an opportunity to cope with 
the overall problem before it reached the acute stage. As I have previously 
pointed out the possibility for water resource planning, taking into consideration 
all of the resources, is probably greater and can be more easily brought into 
being today than at any time in the recent past. 

The history of construction in the Columbia River Basin has heen that the 
fisheries agencies have been in most all instances faced with the acute problem 
of attempting to work out a passage facility at a dam authorized or in the 
process of construction, rather than researching these problems long in advance 
in the light of past experience and the potential problem to be dealt with. I 
personally feel that 8S. 1420 would bring about a type of coordinated effort that 
has up to this time been lacking. 


SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 35 


Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 has for its basic purpose a delay in con- 
struction of any projects in the Snake River and its tributaries below the 
presently authorized Hells Canyon Dam. 

This in and of itself is to the good. However, the terminal date is 1964, and 
no fisheries biologist or fisheries engineer will say that the problems presented 
by the proposed construction plans in the Snake River and its tributaries can 
be resolved in that period of time, for the life cycle of the spring chinook is 5 
years, and we would not know what any experiment would have done by 1964. 

At least three cycles of salmon must be handled before any delinite deter- 
mination can be even considered, Obviously, if this legislation is to be ser- 
iously considered, it must be amended either to eliminate the terminal date, 
except on a suggestion from the Secretary of the Interior, or to extend the 
terminal date for at least 20 years. 
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One other fault to be found with this legislation is that it does not have the 
positive force of law but rather expresses only the sense of Congress, and in 
the opinion of eminent attorneys would not bind the Federal Power Commis- 
sion to the program. 

Whether the Federal Power Commission would want to license any project 
in the area after such an expression of Congress no one at this time knows. 

This legislation, if considered, should also be amended to include in the plan- 
ning and research with respect to fishery, the local State agencies concerned 
with this resource, for it is to those State agencies that the public looks for in- 
formation and solutions of this problem, rather than to the Federal Government 
alone, for those agencies are directly responsible to the public which they rep- 
resent and at the local level. This is not to be inferred as a criticism of the 
Department of the Interior or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, but it is a 
fact with which all of us must live and recognize. 


S. 2586 


S. 2586 proposes a type of sanctuary on the Salmon River in Idaho. The basic 
idea is good, but the limitations which would permit dams is no more restrictive 
than any now in existence below the mouth of the Salmon River, which we 
interpret to mean approximately 100 feet in height. 

Those of us who have been interested in this problem of passing salmon up 
and down stream over dams of any height know that losses are sustained to 
both upstream and downstream migrants at every structure. 

A 100-foot dam in some areas can flood out much of the natural spawning 
habitat and rearing areas so vital to the maintenance of the salmonoid and 
steelhead resources in this magnificent river, the largest single contributor yet 
remaining in the Columbia River drainage. 

It is estimated that 172,000 salmon and steelhead utilize the Salmon River 
for spawning and rearing purposes. It must be pointed out to this committee 
that these are the brood stock, the select of the select. They have existed 
through all of the perils of immature life and have avoided the fishermen of 
two nations, both sport and commercial, to return to reproduce their kind. 

If they are to be denied the natural spawning habitat through even dams of 
100 feet in height, this fishery resource will disappear. In order to have the 
salmon to return to this river they must pass Bonneville, The Dalles, McNary, 
and Ice Harbor Dams already constructed. 

John Day Dam is under construction, Little Goose, Lower Monumental, and 
Lower Granite in the Snake River, are authorized, and plans for their con- 
struction are proceeding. Asotin Dam will in all probability soon be con- 
structed, as may China Gardens, all of approximately 100 feet in height. 

With that list of dams and the construction activity anticipated at each one 
of the structures to be built and the structures that are already built, just what 
straw will break the camel’s back? Which new dam of only 100 feet height 
will be the one that causes the loss that will write finis to the Salmon River 
runs? 

Other streams tributary to the Snake of importance to the maintenance of 
the runs of salmon are the Imnaha River upstream from the confluence of 
the Snake and Salmon Rivers, the Grand Ronde and Clearwater Rivers. 

None, however, are of the importance of the Salmon River itself, though the 
full potential of none of these rivers is at present being reached. The runs 
to the upper Snake River itself are in serious jeopardy as the result of the 
construction at Brownlee and Oxbow and the proposed construction at Hells 
Canyon. A downstream trapping device at Brownlee has not been a success; 
in fact, it can be classified up to this time as almost a total failure. 

Tragic losses have been suffered at both Brownlee and Oxbow by the up- 
stream migrants. Losses in excess of those during operation are usually en- 
countered with upstream migrants during the construction period at most dams. 
The tragic loss in 1958 of thousands of salmon at Oxbow construction is one 
example. 

Serious losses were sustained at Pelton on the Deschutes River, Detroit Dam 
on the Willamette River and in the construction at McNary Dam on the main 
stem of the Columbia. It is remarkable that we even now have any Columbia 
River salmon left. 

It is my personal feeling that this sanctuary legislation should be amended 
by making the Salmon River a sanctuary and preventing the construction of 








200 COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN FISHERY RESOURCES 


any more projects in that unique river and below the confluence of the Salmon 
and the Snake, than those that are presently authorized. 

We have had a sanctuary or sanctuaries for practically every form of wildlife 
in this Nation—the key deer in Florida, the whooping crane, polar bears, walrus, 
seals, sea lions, and many other forms have had inviolate sanctuary set aside 
that they might maintain themselves. 

With this I find no quarrel; but I feel at this time that a sanctuary for the 
salmonoids of the Columbia River system is equally as important and equally 
as pressing as the problem presented by these other species. It certainly is 
not too much to ask that this stream upon which there is no serious obstruction 
for the passage of salmon and steelhead and is for the most part in its natural 
state, should be set aside for these purposes. 

There are no requests for license for projects on the Salmon River at the 
present time, and we have reason to believe that this stream can be set aside as 
a sanctuary without jeopardizing the highest and best development of the river 
system, taking into consideration the entire complex of resources involved around 
the waters of the Salmon and Snake River drainage. 

Other streams might well be included such as the Grand Ronde to the Clear- 
water, which are tributaries to the Snake, and other streams in the up river area 
of the Columbia tributary and the main stem itself, such as Okanogen, the 
Methow, Entiat, and Wenatchee. 

The case for the Washington streams will be presented by the Washington 
agencies, who are thoroughly familiar with the stream conditions and fish popula- 
tions by reason of their intensive investigations and thorough documentation in 
that area. 

wish to point out in conclusion, that with the construction, either authorized 
or contemplated, on the Columbia River, of John Day now under construction, 
Priest Rapids nearing completion, Wanapun just starting, Ben Franklin, Dam 
proposed, and the Wells project which is also proposed, the Columbia River will 
be a series of slack water pools from its mouth to the Canadian border. 

All of the spawning that took place in the main stream of the Columbia will 
thus have been totally eliminated, and only the tributaries will be left to maintain 
the salmon resource. It is our feeling that Congress itself should act and aet 
promptly to provide a sanctuary that the fisheries agencies can discharge the 
responsibility that has been placed upon them by legis!ative act, while they yet 
have a resource to manage ; and no one other than the Congress who is responsible 
to all of the people of this Nation should take unto itself the determination as to 
whether one resource should be destroyed that another be utilized. 

Again, I thank this committee for its time and patience. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Norwood, is our next witness. 

Mr. Norwoop. I am Gus Norwood, executive secretary, Northwest 
Public Power Association, 212 West 13th at Columbia Street, Van- 
couver, Wash. 

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, for the past 12 years I 
have served as executive secretary of the Northwest Public Power 
Association which consists of 105 consumer-owned electric systems in 
Alaska, Montana, Idaho, Washington, and Oregon serving almost 2 
million people with electricity. 

My statement runs to 13 pages, and I would like to submit it for the 
record and mage a quick summary of it. 

Senator Barrierr. That will be permissible and 

Mr. Norwoop. As recently as last Saturday. the | 
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the Northwest Public Power Association met to reaflirm its position 
in favor of Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35 and asked that Senate 
bills S. 1420 and 2586 be post poned. 

The board of trustees also concurred in the amendment which we 
have submitted and which has been circulated in the region and which 
we are grateful for, the various witnesses who have already supported 
this amendment. 
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Senator Bartierr. Now, right there Mr. Norwood, perhaps you had 
best identify this amendment by reading it into the record So there 
will be no doubt about it. 

Mr. Norwoop. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

At page 52 of the July 17 hearing, Mr. Gutermuth of the Wildlife 
Management Institute made a suggestion that it does not seem logical 
for us to have in this resolution a 1964 termination date for a research 
program. In order to take care of Mr. Gutermuth’s recommendations 
we have submitted a new subparagraph 2, which reads as follows: 

(2) That the Secretary should submit a preliminary report on such investiga- 
tion and study, along with his recommendations for further investigations and 
activities for solving the problems involved, to the Congress not later than June 
30, 1961, and should thereafter make regular annual progress reports to the 
Congress, including his recommendations for action by Congress to terminate and 
repeal this concurrent resolution. 

Mr. Chairman, what this amendment does, in the first place it 
eliminates the previous 1964 termination date, automatic termination 
date of the resolution. It leaves the termination of the resolution in 
the hands of the Congress and it places in the hands of the Secretary 
the opportunity for recommending when he thinks Congress should 
terminate the resolution. We think that this takes care also of some 
of the thinking behind the other two bills, Senate bill 1420 and Senate 
bill 2586, in that it gives the Secretary of ‘the Interior an opportunity 
to correlate his recommendations with the results of actual research. 

What we have tried to do with this amendment is to show our good 
faith in the idea that this resolution is for the purpose of starting a 
research program and that we would abide by the results of the 
research. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to suggest first, that our systems serve 
most of the Oregon, Washington, and Alaska coast with electric power. 
The points that have been made about coastal streams are ones with 
which we are very much aware. Every one of our utilities that has a 
coastal system is to a greater or lesser extent dependent. upon the fish- 
ing industry for a part of the economic strength of their system. 
Therefore, our systems are very much concerned that an effort be made 
to preserve the fishing industry. 

I have here two statements, one from Mr. Millard Martin, president 
of the Central Lincoln People’s Utility District, Newport, Oreg., and 
they serve 125 miles of the coast; alsoa statement from Chris C. Beck, 
on behalf of the Oregon People’s Utility District Directors Asso- 
ciation. 

I would like to submit these two statements for the record to follow 
my statement. 

‘Senator Barriert. They will be accepted. 

Mr. Norwoop. Mr. Chairman, the main points of my testimony are 
first of all that the city of Tacoma at great expense has developed a 
system of attempting to handle fish at high dams. This system is 
called the skimmer method. This system has been described as havi ing 
been installed at Brownlee Dam and as having failed. We disagree 
that the skimmer method is being effectively used at the Brownlee Dam 
and we would like to dissociate the city of Tacoma and Brownlee Dam. 
We think it is, however, proper to say that the Portland General 
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Electric Co. has effectively and in good faith applied the skimmer 
system on the Deschutes River and has been relatively successful. 

May I point out that the city of Tacoma has recently revised its 
skimmer system and in the November 1959 issue of its Public Utilities 
News, of which there is an article with the original copy of my testi- 
mony, there is an article by Frankland Smith of the city of Tacoma 
describing the new Tacoma skimmer system. We submit that as an 
exhibit. 

Senator Barrierr. How long is that article, Gus / 

Mr. Norwoop. One page. 

Senator Barrier. Let’s put that in the record at this point. 

Mr. Norwoop. A second point which we would like to make is that 
the fish farming techniques which are being dev eloped in Japan, in 
the State of Washington, and just rec ently in the State of Oregon, 
offer additional hopes in connection and in addition to the skimmer 
method for solving a part of this problem. 

Now, with respect to the moratoriums proposed here, we would like 
to make it clear that the moratorium proposed is between river miles 
180 and 245. It is not true that we have never supported or endorsed 
any moratorium on dam construction starting with Ice Harbor Dam. 
We think that the lower Snake River project can go ahead, lower 
Monumental, Little Goose, lower Granite and Asotin Dams. They 
will all be about a hundred feet each and should have no more effect 
on the salmon than does and will the Ice Harbor Dam. 

One of the questions that came up at our board of trustees meeting 
last Saturday was that we should make it clear to the committee that 
in asking for a moratorium on this particular part of the Snake River, 
that we are not asking for a moratorium on the development of addi- 
tional power in the region. We must start additional new dams in this 
region next year. We intend to testify in favor of Green Peter Dam 
and in lower Monumental and the Yellow Teel Dam in Montana as 
new starts next year. 

Roughly we must start at least about 500,000 kilowatts of new power 
projects in this region each year to take care of our needs about 5 or 
6 years later when those projects can come on the line. So my board 
has asked me to make it clear before the committee that while we ask 
for moratorium on this crucial part of the Salmon River, we are in 
no sense asking for a moratorium on construction of dams in other 
parts of the region. 

We would like particularly to call attention to the enactment of the 
Coordination Act of 1958. This amends the previous Coordination 
Act and greatly strengthens the requirement that every fish stream, 
when a fellow park commission application or a Federal dam is pro- 
posed, is to be studied by the Fish and Wildlife Service, and that the 
agencies concerned must take into consideration the reports of the 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

I would like to point out, Mr. Chairman, that the new law having 
just been enacted in 1958, has hardly had ¢ hance to dr y on the statute 
books and that we think that this law to a great extent will provide for 
closer attention to the fish problem than has been true in previous 
years. This “em is a part of our reasoning for not supporting Sen- 
ate bills 1420 and 2586. 
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The other aspects of those two bills we think have been adequately 
taken care of by our amendment which provides for a greater flexi- 
bility in the period of the moratorium. 

I would like to say this about the Salmon River. This river is not 
too well understood in terms of its potential. Ifthe complete Salmon 
River could be harnessed for power, assuming power at about 5 mills, 
it could produce about $120 million worth of power a year. This is 
about one-fifth or one-seventh of the total capability of the Columbia 
River system. By comparison the salmon under the 1948 Army re- 
port system of valuation is about $5 million. 

We are not suggesting that the $5 million of salmon be given up for 
the $120 million of power. We sincerely hope that we can have both 
the salmon and the power. 

With respect to the salmon, it should be pointed out that this is a 
very erratic stream, and I think there has been entirely too much em- 
phasis on what a fine streain this is for spawning. 

The flow of the Salmon River has fluctuated from 1,580 cubic feet 
per second in December 1932 to 120,000 cubic feet per second in the 
flood of 1894. This is an extreme range of 76 to 1, and this flood char- 
acteristic of the Salmon River is certainly not conducive to ideal spawn- 
ing conditions. We think that upstream storage projects on the Sal- 
mon River could very well have improved the spawning conditions on 
that river, and that studies on this point should be made. 

In concluding my statement, I would like to suggest that the chief 
merits of Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35 are that it aims at com- 
prehensive development and that the research that is asked for in that 
resolution is in the interests of comprehensive development contem- 
plating all the possible uses of the water, and that the moratorium on 
the construction of projects is aimed and is motivated by the ultimate 
goal of trying to achieve the best balanced development of the re- 
sources. 

We think that in the long run this resolution meet the test of con- 
servation, which is to do the greatest good for the greatest number of 
people for the longest time. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Bartterr. Thank you, Mr. Norwood. 

Any questions, Senator Neuberger ? 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. Norwood, naturally I am disappointed that 
your fine organization doesn’t support my bill, S. 1420. Id like to ask 
several questions. 

You mentioned the Coordination Act as perhaps being a substitute 
for S. 1420. Isn’t the main burden of the Coordination Act on Fed- 
eral projects rather than on private or local projects ? 

Mr. Norwoop. No, sir. The burden is on both, that is, the Fish and 
Wildlife Service, and I quote the Coordination Act in my testimony 
which brings out the fact that the Federal agencies, that is, the Army 
and the Bureau as well as private and public bodies which go before the 
Federal Power Commission for licenses, must equally obtain reports 
from the Fish and Wildlife Service for their projects, and that the 
Federal Power Commission as well as the Army and the Bureau must 
give consideration to the recommendations of the, as it says, the Secre- 
tary of the Interior. This appears in my testimony at pages 10 and 11, 
where I quote all the relevant portions of the Coondinatsnn Act, 
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Senator Neuzercer. I would be interested perhaps, Mr. Chairman, 
not to take the time here but perhaps in Washington when further 
hearings are held on this subject, in developing from the Fish and 
Wildlife Service their opinion if they believe that the Coordination 
Act gives them any authority to protect migratory fish runs on rivers 
where a license from the Federal Power Commission is under con- 
sideration. 

I do think that such testimony would be important. 

Mr. Norwoop. Mr. Chairman, I agree with Senator Neuberger that 
the reason we support this bill is that we think more than the C oordi- 
nation Act is needed. We think the Federal Power Commission is 
entirely too likely to grant licenses in this reach of the river unless 
Coneress calls this to a slowdown until this research can be done. 

May I also call your attention to the fact that we support the Mag- 
nuson bill S. 584, which would amend the Federal Power Act to 
tighten up the definition of comprehensive planning, and our reason 
for supporting that bill is to prevent a future Hells Canyon Dam 
situation where lesser development is allowed. 

If the Federal Power Act could be tightened up, it, together with 
the Coordination Act could possibly take care of this situation and 
we wouldn’t need this resolution. But in the present emergency sit- 
uation we think that this resolution is a stopgap approac h and will 
get the research and save this portion of the river until some more 
permanent legislation can be put together. Like S. 584. 

Senator Nreupercer. One of the objections which you voiced to S, 
1420 is that it is a veto bill. Isn’t it true that the Corps of Engineers 
has had almost parallel veto power over FPC licenses where naviga- 
tion values were involved ? 

Mr. Norwoop. Yes, sir. There has been confusion on this. We 
think that generally it is poor policy for one Federal agency to regu- 
late another Federal agency. Just recently, Senator, ‘T looked over 
the Flathead Lake license and there we find that the Federal Power 
Commission has some jurisdiction over navigation entering into the 
Army’s traditional field. 

I think that it would be much better if we could unscramble our 
legislation so that the agency that has navigation is responsible for 
that and Congress holds that agency res onsible for navigation, and 
some other agency is held responsible for fish, 

Sooner or later someone is going to have to be in a position of coor- 
dinating these different functions. We just have not been satisfied 
with the Federal Power Commission as a good coordinating agency. 

Senator Neupercer. I want you and your associates to understand 
that one of the reasons that I introduced this bill, both in the previous 
Congress and in this Congress, was the precedent established by the 
protection afforded navigation. It seemed to me that where the 
Corps of Engineers had the authority to protect navigation on rivers 
where a project was being licensed, that the Fish and Wildlife Service 
should have collateral authority to protect fisheries on rivers where 
FPC projects were being licensed. So if it is a veto bill, as you say, 
it merely extends the existing veto to protect navigation to be ampli- 
fied to protect fisheries. That was the sole purpose, to give fisheries 
the same safeguarding that navigation has received. 
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Mr. Norwoop. Mr. Chairman, I beg off on this subject. We do not 
like to get involved in navigation issues. Iam no expert on that one. 

Senator Nrupercer. No, the only thing I want to point out 1s that 
there is an existing veto for navigation in the act, and that was the 
only thing that I thought the record should show . 

Mr. Chairman, there are quite a few witnesses and I won’t carry on 
any further. Thank you very much for the privilege to ask Mr. 
Norwood several questions. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you, Mr. Norwood. We were glad to 
have you here and we were glad to have had you in Washington. 

Mr. Norwoop. Thank you. 

(The full statement follows :) 


My name is Gus Norwood. For the past 12 years I have served as executive 
secretary of the Northwest Public Power Association which consists of 105 con- 
sumer-owned electric systems in Alaska, Montana, Idaho, Washington, and Ore- 
gon, serving almost 2 million people with eelctrictiy. 


BOTH GENERAL AND SPECIAL INTEREST 


First, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the Northwest Public 
Power Association desires to express its appreciation to you for conducting this 
hearing. 

We are grateful for the excellent hearing held in Washington, D.C., on July 
17, 1959, on Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

Our 105 electric distribution systems, are vitally concerned with these bills 
because they affect both the general area of water resources development and 
also the special area of hydroelectric power. 

Within the hydro field we are concerned with both Federal and non-Federal 
hydroelectric projects. 

Our first special interest is in being able to purchase from Federal projects 
electric energy which is adequate in supply and low in cost. For example, last 
year our systems paid into the U.S. Treasury about $25 million for federally 
generated power in the five Pacific Northwest States. Within a decade we ex- 
pect to buy twice as much power and we will double these payments. 

Our second special interest is in being able to go before the Federal Power 
Commission with our applications for building hydroelectric projects. Already 
our systems own and operate projects with a capacity of about a million kilo- 
watts. Our systems have projects now under construction which will add about 
2 million kilowatts, and we also have at least another million kilowatts in the 
planning stage. 

30th Federal and non-Federal dams are involved in the fish problem. Ob- 
viously any solution to the fish problem will facilitate construction of future 
projects regardless of who does the construction. 

Turning now to our general interest, our resolutions repeatedly place us on 
record as favoring the full, comprehensive, multiple-purpose development of 
water resources. We have specific resolutions favoring flood control, irrigation, 
and navigation. 

We have testified for recreation and wildlife features of water resources 
projects. The fish problem is not holding up the development of power dams 
only. The fish problem is stopping flood control and other projects as well. 
This is a multiple-purpose problem. 

The reason for our general interest is largely on account of the fact that 
our systems are concerned with the broad economic development of the Pacific 
Northwest. We recognize the importance of water resources projects for their 
job opportunities both during the construction phase and later during the oper- 
ating phase and as the power is put to use in industries. 

All of these special and general interests come to a common focus in the fish 
problem. The commercial fisheries industry is very important in the local 
economy of our Alaska and coastal electric systems, and the sports fishery is 
of importance to almost all of our systems. The economy of the Pacific North- 
west is not so healthy and prosperous that we could ignore anything which 
would threaten the continuation of both the commercial and sports fisheries. 
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We favor both power and fish. We seek solutions which will make it possible 
for us to have both fish and power. Our words on this score are underlined by 
our actions. 

When the issue of the Nez Perce Dam came to the fore in 1954 our association, 
at a special membership meeting on December 10, 1954, adopted a resolution 
ealling for a moratorium on building dams on this reach of the Snake River 
pending an accelerated fisheries research program to attempt to find a solution 
to the problem of fish passage at high dams. 

The city of Tacoma, at great expense, pioneered the research and developed 
several methods for passing fish at high dams. Of the various methods ex- 
plored, the most promising is the skimmer method. 

We concede that the skimmer method as partially applied by the Idaho Pow- 
er Co. at the Brownlee Dam is not satisfactory. Here is a clear case of a con- 
flict between fish and power. 

On the other hand the Portland General Electric Co. at Pelton Dam has 
used the skimmer method generally in the manner developed by the city of 
Tacoma, and has had some success, but Obviously more research is needed. 

There is a reasonable doubt left in this matter. Considering the large pub- 
lic interest involved, it is realistic to say that a present day conflict does exist 
between anadromous fish and high dams in the Middle Snake River. We 
hope to see this doubt erased by means of an accelerated program of re 
search into methods of getting fingerlings down over high dams. It is the 
purpose of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 to facilitate such research. 


OUR RECOMMENDATIONS 


We favor Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 because we think the high stakes 
involved warrant the public investment of the necessary funds for fisheries re- 
search to determine whether we can have both fish and hydroelectric power. 

It is our sincere hope that several years of research and experimentation 
will solve the fish problem. 

We are submitting an amendment in response to the suggestion of Mr. 
Gutermuth of the Wildlife Management Institute not to use a fixed terminal 
date. 

On the other hand, we are opposed to 8S. 1420 and 8. 2586. We will explain 
our reasons in detail, but generally we feel that these bills are founded on the 
pessimistic premise that no amount of research will solve the fish problem. 


THIS IS A BILLION-DOLLAR ISSUE 


3efore analyzing and discussing the three bills we would like to emphasize 
the importance of the economic questions involved. 

The immediate case in point involves the public question of whether to build 
the Nez Perce Dam or the high Mountain Sheep Dam. The Nez Perce project 
would be located below the confluence of the Snake and Salmon Rivers and would 
back water up each stream some 60 miles so as to create two huge reservoirs 
at an investment cost of only one dam. It would have an installed capacity of 
about 2,500,000 kilowatts, more than that of Grand Coulee Dam. 

If the fish problem is solved, the choice would go in favor of Nez Perce Dam. 
If the fish problem is not solved, probably the high Mountain Sheep Dam 
would be built. 

We estimate conservatively that the Nez Perce Dam would have a greater 
value of at least $150 million. This counts only the benefits during the first 
50 years. Probably this added value will be even greater for each of the 
succeeding 50-year periods. 

Secondly, once the fish passage problem is solved, the door is opened for 
developing the entire reach of both the Salmon and Clearwater Rivers. In- 
cluding the Nez Perce Dam and the Salmon and Clearwater would permit the 
harnessing of about 7 million kilowatts and well over 10 million acre-feet of 
usable flood control. This is the equivalent of at least 14% times as much 
power as is produced by the Tennessee River, for example. 

Thirdly, the solution of the fish problem would open the door for major 
hydro development in Alaska. Alaska’s potential of nearly 20 million kilowatts 
is located generally on salmon streams. 

Fourthly, the door would be opened for British Columbia development of the 
Fraser and other large rivers. 











Oo ff & oF 


Rh 


\ 
‘ 


id 


Ze 


et 
ld 
irs 


im 


ter 
rst 
the 


for 
In- 
the 

of 
ach 


jor 
itts 


the 


COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN FISHERY RESOURCES 207 


Vifthly, the solution of the fish problem at high dams would permit a re- 
examination of the situation at Grand Coulee Dam. It might be possible some- 
day to reestablish the runs of huge salmon which went up into Kootenai Lake 
to spawn. This listing of possible impacts resulting from solving the fish prob- 
lem indicates the vast economic stakes. This is a billion dollar issue. 


FISH PRODUCTION CAN BE GREATLY INCREASED 


At one time the Columbia River salmon crop was about three times as great 
as at present. It is therefore not merely a question of saving the present 
residual run but possibly someday doubling and tripling this valuable food 
crop. This, however, would assume merely restoring the runs to their historic 
level of the 1880’s. It is entirely possible that such research would show how 
to increase the runs above their previous high points. 

But already new possibilities are on the horizon for augmenting the Columbia 
River run by fish farming methods. Japan has had great success in this field. 
The State of Washington is making good progress on a trial basis under the 
able leadership of Director of Fisheries Milo Moore. 

In just the last 2 years Director Moore has put his finger on the possibilities 
of greatly increasing our salmon fishery. His work represents more substantial 
progress than we have seen in the entire field of fisheries research in the 
previous 20 years. 

OUR FAITH IN RESEARCH 


We have considerable faith in genuine research. Concededly our present 
knowledge of salmon is inadequate. We are going to have to do a lot of re- 
search. Instead of doing this research 10 or 20 years from now, after all the 
critical decisions are made and huge water resources have been sacrificed, we 
urge a crash research program now, in the next 5 or more years, in order to 
drive toward a solution. 


OUR MOTIVATION IS GETTING THE SOLUTION 


It should be clear that we are motivated by a genuine desire to see the prob- 
lem of downstream migration of salmon solved. Ours is an economic incentive. 

For example, we estimate the wholesale value of the annual power capability 
of the Salmon River at about $120 million. By comparison the wholesale value 
of the salmon run in that stream is about $5 million, a ratio of only one-twenty- 
fourth as much as the power. However, we are not suggesting that this fish 
value be sacrificed on the altar of hydropower. We hope we can add these values 
for a total benefit of $125 million or more per year. 


THE MEANING OF TRUE CONSERVATION 


This brings us to an expression of what we regard to be the central policy 
decision in this matter. We define conservation as the wise use of natural re- 
sources for the greatest good of the largest number of people for the longest 
time. 

This conservation ideal or test calls for the full, balanced, comprehensive, 
multiple-purpose development of our water resources. In this picture no value 
should unnecessarily be sacrificed for any other value. We should direct our 
research effort toward the possibility of having both power and fish. 


ANALYSIS OF SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 35 


On May 18, 1959 Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 was introduced by Senator 
Magnuson with the cosponsorship of Senators Church, Jackson, Mansfield, Morse, 
Murray, and Neuberger. Seven of the eight Senators from the States of Wash- 
ington, Oregon, Idaho, and Montana introduced this bill. 

They did not take this step lightly or on impulse. 

This bill has gone through innumerable drafts. It was circulated in the region 
for many months. 

It has been endorsed by some of the largest and most respected conservation 
organizations in the Nation. 

At the hearings on July 17, 1959 it was endorsed by the AFL-CIO, the Wildlife 
Management Institute, the Sport Fishing Institute, the Izaak Walton League, 
the National Wildlife Federation, the American Public Power Association, the 
Washington Public Utility Districts Association, the Washington State Grange, 
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the Oregon Rural Electric Cooperative Association, the Oregon Fish Commis- 
sion, the Oregon State Water Resources Board, the Columbia River Fishermen’s 
Protective Union, and various other organizations. 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 expresses the sense of the Congress that in 
the interest of comprehensive development the Secretary of the Interior should 
make a full investigation, in cooperation with other agencies, of the fisheries 
resources of the Columbia River Basin and particularly of the Snake River 
subbasin and of the potential for increasing the development thereof, and 
particularly of the fish passage problems in connection with high dams. 

It requires the Secretary to make progress reports starting in 1961 and con- 
cluding in 1964. Pending such studies the concurrent resolution directs that no 
licenses may be issued by the Federal Power Commission in the affected areas. 


AMENDMENTS TO SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 35 

As we testified on July 17, we concur in the minor amendment requested by the 
Federal Power Commission as set forth at page 56 of the hearings. 

We also appreciate the suggestion of Mr. Gutermuth of the Wildlife Manage- 
ment Institute as stated at page 52 of the hearings that the terminal date should 
not be fixed precisely at June 30, 1964. Accordingly we propose that the concur- 
rent resolution be amended by substituting broader language. We would 
substitute the following new paragraph (2): 

(2) that the Secretary should submit a preliminary report on such investiga- 
tion and study, along with his recommendations for further investigations and 
activities for solving the problems involved, to the Congress not later than June 
380, 1961, and should thereafter make regular annual progress reports to the 
Congress, including his recommendations for action by Congress to terminate 
and repeal this concurrent resolution, but that in any event this concurrent 
resolution shall be repealed on December 381, 1970.” 

We wish to make it clear in submitting this amendment that we understand 
the intent of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 to be that no dams are to be built 
in this area until the Congress gives positive clearance by repealing the concur- 
rent resolution, or by the Congress itself authorizing a plan of water resources 
development. 

We think this amendment has the following effect: First, it does away with 
the terminal date of June 30, 1964, and instead places in the hands of the 
Congress the matter of termination. In other words, this amendment would 
continue Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 in effect until Congress repeals it. 

Second, the Secretary of the Interior is in a stronger position since he is to 
make the recommendation te Congress as toa termination date. Presumably, he 
would so recommend when he was satisfied that construction of hydroelectric 
projects could proceed in the middle Snake River. 

Third, the amendment serves to emphasize the desire of all concerned to see 
the actual research accelerated to the end of finding a satisfactory solution. 

Above all we wish that our submission of this amendment will be taken as an 
expression of good faith on our part to abide by the honest answers which will 
result from the requested research. 

Also we think our amendment should provide further assurance which will 
make it unnecessary for the Congress to take the more drastic steps indicated in 
S. 1420 and S. 2586. 

ANALYSIS OF S. 2586 


We oppose S. 2586 on the grounds that it is too drastic and that it is premised 
on the pessimistic assumption that the problem of fish passage at high dams will 
never be solved. 

We especially oppose section 2 which prohibits any dam which would flood 
“established spawning grounds.” This is an absolute prohibition of all dams. 

This provision alone is highly unreasonable and extreme since a new reservoir 
almost invariably has more shoreline and is more likely to provide new and more 
extensive shallow spawning waters than can be expected in the narrow, rock 
cradle of the turbulent, highly fluctuating Salmon River. 

The Salmon River is far from being a perfect stream for raising fish. It is a 
flooder, with extremes of flow at White Bird ranging from 1,580 second-feet in 
December 1932 to 120,000 second-feet in June 1894. This is a range or erratic 
ratio of 76 to1. Man should certainly be able to improve this reckless river into 
a better habitat for salmon. 
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Section 2 also prohibits any dam which in any way restricts passage of ana- 
dromous fish. Any fish ladder is a restriction in some sense. Again, by 
definition, this section prohibits all dams. 

Turning to section 1, we point out that the apparent reasonableness of “until 
future developments justify a change of policy’ is misleading. It puts the 
burden of proof upon the Congress. It also puts the burden of initiative upon 
the Congress. Furthermore, in S. 2586, there is a strong implication that Con- 
gress is here and now making a finding of fact that the fish passage problem 
eannot be solved. 

We respectfully urge the committee to postpone 8S. 2586 indefinitely. 


ANALYSIS OF 8S. 1420 


We consider enactment of 8S. 1420 not advisable. 

This bill was introduced March 16, 1959, and amendments thereto were intro- 
duced on June 3, 1959. We have also studied several alternative amendments 
which were not introduced. Substantially this bill outlines a procedure for 
vetoing the granting of an FPC license. 

The bill is similar to 8S. 3185 which was introduced in the 85th Congress on 
January 29, 1958, and on which hearings were held on March 7, 1958, and was 
reported (Rept. No. 2040) on July 29, 1958. On August 5, 1958, new amend- 
ments were offered on the Senate floor. See pages 14848-14850 of Congressional 
Record. A reply speech made on August 18, 1958, appears at pages 16622-16626. 
The bill died on the Senate Calendar due to heavy objection. 

Procedurally there are two defects in this bill: First, it permits an applicant 
for an FPC license to spend untold thousands of dollars and one or more years 
of time to perfect an application, go through hearings, and then, at the 11th 
hour and 59th minute, be slapped down with an absolute veto. 

A much better approach of mandatory consultation is already provided for in 
the 1958 amendments of the Coordination Act. 

Second, we objected in S. 3185 and we object to the original S. 1420 to the 
idea of one Federal agency vetoing, negating, or regulating another Federal 
agency. 

Aside from these procedural defects we think the bill is defective also as to 
its substantive provisions, 

First, the bill does not enunciate and support comprehensive development on 
a balanced multiple-purpose basis. The bill takes too much of a single-purpose 
unbalanced approach. We already have too much single-purpose attitudes in 
the Bureau of Reclamation, Corps of Engineers, Federal Power Commission, and 
Fish and Wildlife Service. Congress should put its emphasis on comprehensive 
planning. This bill fails to meet the comprehensive development test. 

We agree and we emphasize that fisheries is one of the important water uses 
but it should not be paramount. This bill is a single-purpose veto bill. 

Second, this bill attempts a nationwide policy when obviously the real prob- 
lem area is the Middle Snake River. What is needed is not general legislation 
but special legislation tailored to this local problem. The answer is provided by 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

Third, this bill puts the Secretary of the Interior in too much of a strait- 
jacket. It doesn’t call upon him to take a balanced, broad approach but rather 
imposes upon him the duty of exercising a veto just out of consideration for one 
of the multiple purposes. 

Fourth, the Magnuson bill S. 584, to amend the Federal Power Act to improve 
the definition of comprehensive development, has been further improved. It 
establishes a broad framework to guide the Federal Power Commission. We 
urge enactment of S. 584 to prevent future mistakes such as the Commission 
made with respect to Hells Canyon Dam. 

Fifth, turning to the S. 1420 amendment submitted June 3, 1959, we find that 
it also is defective on both procedural and substantive grounds. It is still a 
veto bill. 

Sixth, we think the Coordination Act as amended in 1958 already provides the 
Secretary of the Interior adequate opportunity to make his influence felt but 
it requires him to present his case “on the merits” rather than in permitting 
a “blank check” veto. 

COORDINATION ACT APPLICABLE 
On August 12, 1958, the President approved Public Law 85-624 (H.R. 13138) 


to amend and strengthen the “Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act,” the act 
of March 10, 1934, 
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The Northwest Public Power Association participated actively in the formu- 
lation of these amendments and was in favor of the bill as finally passed. 

In our letter of July 3, 1958, to Chairman Oren Harris of the House Com- 
merce Committee we stated : 

“Our association with its great concern with water resources of the vast public 
domain in the Pacific Northwest and Alaska favors the revision and strengthen- 
ing of the Coordination Act as recommended in the April 1, 1958, draft of the 
Secretary of the Interior.” 

Specifically, we endorse the policy expressed in section 1, as amended, which 
reads: 

“For the purpose of recognizing the vital contribution of our wildlife resources 
to the Nation, the increasing public interest and significance thereof due to 
expansion of our national economy and other factors, and to provide that wild- 
life conservation shall receive equal consideration and be coordinated with 
other features of water-resource development programs through the effectual 
and harmonious planning, development, maintenance, and coordination of wild- 
life conservation and rehabilitation for the purposes of this Act in the United 
States, its Territories and possessions, the Secretary of the Interior is author- 
ized * * *,.” 

Section 2(a) mandatorily requires every applicant for an FPC license to 
observe the Coordination Act. It reads: 

“Sec. 2. (a) Except as hereafter stated in subsection (h) of this section, when- 
ever the waters of any stream or other body of water are proposed or authorized 
to be impounded, diverted, the channel deepened, or the stream or other body 
of water otherwise controlled or modified for any purpose whatever, including 
navigation and drainage, by any department or agency of the United States, or 
by any public or private agency under Federal permit or license, such depart- 
ment or agency first shall consult with the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Department of the Interior, and with the head of the agency exercising 
administration over the wildlife resources of the particular State wherein the 
impoundment, diversion, or other control facility is to be constructed, with a 
view to the conservation of wildlife resources by preventing loss of and damage 
to such resources as well as providing for the development and improvement 
thereof in connection with such water-resource development.” 

Section 2(b) requires the report of the Secretary of the Interior to be an “in- 
tegral part of any report” on proposed licensed projects and further requires 
that the Federal Power Commission “shall give full consideration” and “the 
project plan shall include such justifiable means and measures for wildlife pur- 
poses as the reporting agency finds should be adopted to obtain maximum overall 
project benefits.” Section 2(b) in full reads as follows: 

“(b) In furtherance of such purposes the reports and recommendations of the 
Secretary of the Interior on the wildlife aspects of such projects, and any re- 
port of the head of the State agency exercising administration over the wildlife 
resources of the State, based on surveys and investigations conducted by the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service and such State agency for the purpose 
of determining the possible damage to wildlife resources and for the purpose of 
determining means and measures that should be adopted to prevent the loss of or 
damage to such wildlife resources, as. well as to provide concurrently for the 
development and improvement of such resources, shall be made an integral part 
of any report prepared or submitted by any agency of the Federal Government 
responsible for engineering surveys and construction of such projects when such 
reports are presented to the Congress or to any agency or person having the au- 
thority or the power, by administrative action or otherwise, (1) to authorize the 
construction of water-resource development projects or (2) to approve a report 
on the modification or supplementation of plans for previously authorized proj- 
ects, to which this Act applies. Recommendations of the Secretary of the In- 
terior shall be as specific as is practicable with respect to features recommended 
for wildlife conservation and development, lands to be utilized or acquired for 
such purposes, the results expected, and shall describe the damage to wildlife 
attributable to the project and the measures proposed for mitigating or com- 
pensating for these damages. The reporting officers in project reports of the 
Federal agencies shall give full consideration to the report and recommendations 
of the Secretary of the Interior and to any report of the State agency on the 
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wildlife aspects of such projects, and the project plan shall include such jus- 
tifiable means and measures for wildlife purposes as the reporting agency finds 
should be adopted to obtain maximum overall project benefits.” 


NEZ PERCE NOT AT ISSUE 


Certain witnesses have made unauthorized statements alleging that public 
power leaders are calling for present construction of Nez Perce Dam. 

These allegations are strawmen. They are phony, unauthorized and unprin- 
cipled. We strongly object to witnesses which have tried to put false words in 
our mouths. 

The truth of the matter is this: For some 4 years the Northwest Public Power 
Association has been attacked by certain private utilities because of our spon- 
sorship of the moratorium approach. 

Obviously we cannot simultaneously be accused of advocating present con- 
struction of Nez Perce Dam when, in fact, our membership on December 10, 1954, 
adopted a resolution calling for “‘a moratorium on building dams pending a more 
complete study on the multiple-purpose development of this stretch of the river.” 

However, it should be pointed out that the Corps of Engineers as recently as 
June 1958 estimated the annual benefits of Nez Perce Dam to be $38,148,000 in 
power plus $5,900,000 in flood control, a total annual benefit of $44,048,000. 

We ask only that Congress proceed with fisheries research and leave the door 
open so that if the research is successful then the possibility will still exist of 
puilding the Nez Perce Dam. 


UPSTREAM STORAGE IS ESSENTIAL 


Because this association has testified extensively and in great detail on the 
necessity for upstream storage in the Columbia River Basin, and in order to 
avoid encumbering and duplicating the record, we invite the attention of the com- 
mittee especially to our 119 pages of printed testimony and 20 exhibits as fol- 
lows, by reference: 

The 1956 Senate Interior hearings, “Upper Columbia River Development,” 
pages 231-298, a total of 68 pages, including exhibits A—J. 

The 1958 Senate Interior hearings, “Upper Columbia River Development,” 
pages 327-377, a total of 51 pages, including exhibits K—T. 

As our 1958 testimony points out, whatever storage we fail to develop in the 
United States we may someday have to buy at a higher price from Canada. The 
Salmon-Clearwater-Snake area can provide over 33 million acre-feet of upstream 
storage. 

We also submit three articles as exhibits: ‘What About the Salmon River?’ 
“The Search for Upstream Storage,” and “The Snake River: America’s Finest 
Power Stream.” 

SUMMARY 


In our July 17 testimony, we showed that the solution of the fish passage 
problem at high dams, if successful, would be better than our present methods 
at low dams. Research in this field is promising. 

We oppose 8. 2586 as being too drastic and as premised on never being able to 
solve the fish problem. 

We oppose S. 1420 as an absolute veto, single-purpose bill. It is bad on both 
procedural and substantive grounds. 

We favor Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 together with the FPC amendment 
and our amendment to broaden the termination date feature. 

We think Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 is precisely, logically, and properly 
tailored to the immediate Middle Snake River problem and, at the same time, 
serves to speed up the solution of the much broader and longer run problem of 
water resources development in Alaska, in British Columbia, in the area above 
present high dams like Grand Coulee Dam, and on coastal streams the world over. 

We submit that Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 is consistent with the ideals 
of conservation and the policies of Congress favoring full, comprehensive, bal- 
anced, multiple-purpose development. It is eminently in the best public interest. 

Most respectfully, we urge the committee to report favorably Senate Concur- 
rent Resolution 35 as amended. 

Thank you. 
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NORTHWEST PuBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Vancouver, Wash., October 22, 1959. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MAacnuson: At the November 10, 1959, hearing on Senate Con- 
current Resolution 35 at Astoria we would like to propose an amendment in 
regard to the termination date of June 30, 1964. 

You will recall that Vice President C. R. Gutermuth of the Wildlife Manage- 
ment Institute suggested that it is not desirable to have a precise termination 
date for a research program. Others have made the same suggestion. 

Accordingly we propose the revision of paragraph (2), new language italie, 
deleted language in brackets: 

“(2) that the Secretary should submit a preliminary report on such investiga- 
tion and study, along with his recommendations for further investigations and 
activities for solving the problems involved, to the Congress not later than June 
30, 1961, and should thereafter make regular annual progress reports to the 
(Congress until his final report on such investigation and study is submitted 
to the Congress at the earliest practicable date, but in no event later than June 
30, 1964.] Congress, including his recommendations for action by Congress to 
terminate and repeal this concurrent resolution.” We hope this amendment is 
acceptable to you and the cosponsoring Senators. We think it is reasonable 
and shows the good faith with which this problem needs to be approached. 

Best personal regards. 

Sincerely, 
Gus Norwoop, 
Heecutive Secretary. 


(Reprints from Pacific Northwest Public Power Bulletin are on 
file with the committee.) 


POWER AND COLUMBIA RIVER STORAGE: PROJECTS IN THE REGION’S POTENTIAL 
(Prepared by B. E. Torpen, Department of the Army, December 12, 1951) 


At your Boise meeting last month, the current status of the comprehensive 
plan for development of the resources of the Pacific Northwest was outlined to 
you. Today, I am going to give you additional background material concerning 
that plan and discuss briefly some of the projects considered in formulating 
the plan, which were not included but remain a part of the region’s potential. 
I hope that the discussions here today will give you a better understanding and a 
greater appreciation of the programs outlined at the October meeting. 

Adequate planning: Basie physical data required for adequate planning are: 

1. Complete topography. 

2. Complete hydrological data. 

3. Competent geological information. 

4. Competent economic data. 

Besides this basic data the planning agency needs sufficient time and money to 
analyze the many variants necessarily considered to arrive at the best solution 
Editorial: Engineer News Record, November 29, 1951: “Congress Should Provide 
More Money and Time for These Studies.” 

The Columbia Basin is an enormous region and topography is still lacking in 
many critical areas. 

The Columbia River: The Columbia River has a definite annual pattern of 
runoff with a great outpouring of melting snows causing spring floods and a 
long low water season during the dry autumn continuing during the winter 
months of general freezeup throughout its mountain areas. 

The earliest use made of the waters in the Columbia River Basin was for 
irrigation. Some storage was required on tributaries to supply irrigation water 
in the latter part of the growing season and over 200 dams have been built for 
that purpose. At some of these dams the byproduct of hydroelectric power has 
been developed. 

The basin has developed industrially to the point where large additional blocks 
of power are required annually. 
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There is a wide divergence between the demand for power, which is fairly con- 
stant throughout the year (although usually highest during the winter), and 
the availability of hydropower, which follows the pattern of runoff and is usu- 
ally at a minimum in the winter (chart 1). : 

As electric power cannot be readily stored it has been found desirable to 
achieve the same result by storing the excess water of the spring floods and 
release them for power during the winter months when needed. 

In its original state, as explored by Lewis and Clark, the Columbia River was 
susceptible of complete regulation by storage. Many very favorable damsites 
and reservoir sites were available throughout the basin. 

The average annual runoff of the Columbia River is in excess of 150 million 
acre-feet, which is exceeded in the United States only by the Ohio and lower 
Mississippi, and for its complete regulation a total storage of about 500 million 
acre-feet would be required. Nearly all this enormous storage could have been 
provided at one time by one large dam at The Dalles, creating an inland lake 
larger than Puget Sound and several hundred feet deep (chart 2). 

Other enormous storages could have been developed at Saddle Mountain, 
Grand Coulee, Arrow Lakes and Big Bend on the Columbia River; at The 
Boundary, Paradise and Plateau sites on the Clark Fork; Bad Rock Canyon 
on the Flathead; the Nez Perce and Sturgill Rapids Sites on the Snake and the 
Kooskia on the Clearwater. These various sites were good for 5 million to 50 
million acre-feet each. There were also innumerable other sites capable of 
producing from 1 million to 5 million acre-feet each of storage. 

Storage sites: Storage sites such as The Dalles or Wallula Gap high dams 
are now eliminated by development in the reservoir area, the Hanford Works, 
Pasco, ete., and the fishing industry. Saddle Mountain storage is impossible 
because of Wenatchee and its orchards. 

Boundary was eliminated by Sand Point and the lead-zine mines. Sturgill 
rapids site is eliminated by Weiser and surrounding irrigated areas. Nez Perce 
is held in abeyance awaiting solution of the salmon-fishery problem. That brings 
us to the practicual consideration of site selection to meet the conditions of today. 

The most natural place to seek large storage at low cost would be on the large 
natural lakes in the basin, of which there are many which could readily have 
been developed. Today, however, such excellent natural storage sites as Pend 
Oreille Lake, Flathead Lake, Priest Lakes, Coeur d’Alene Lake, Okanogan Lake, 
Chelan Lake, and others have been developed to a very limited extent and 
eliminated from further consideration by the strongly expressed will of the 
people, in some cases by State legislative action. 

Salmon: The salmon-packing industry has long been one of our leading in- 
dustries and salmon sport fishing is very popular. Many believe the dams on our 
rivers spell the doom of this industry and therefore oppose dams on salmon 
streams. For this reason dams on the lower Snake River and Salmon River 
watershed are opposed. Pending solution of the fish problem, projects on these 
streams are postponed. 

Irrigation: The waters of the upper Snake River and its tributaries are re- 
quired for irrigation. Therefore, the upper Snake River is eliminated from con- 
sideration for large storage for flood control and power. 

Canada: There are storage sites available in Canada but there is little reason 
to believe that our good neighbors are less reluctant to have their farms and 
valleys converted to storage reservoirs than our own people. 

Canadians are now drilling the Big Bend Dam site and a 600-foot dam is pro- 
posed there. Perhaps 5 million acre-feet of storage would result. No time has 
been set for construction. We are at present negotiating through the Interna- 
tional Joint Commission for approval of storage on the Kootenai River at 
Libby Dam which would inundate 6,000 acres in Canada. 

Other streams with an international complex are the Kettle, Similkameen, and 
the Pend Oreille. Because international deliberations are very time-consuming, 
it is not rational to consider any of these projects as immediately available, 
although we hope for quick action on Libby. 

Storage required: The Corps of Engineers main fiood-control plan indicated 
the need of 27 million acre-feet of storage at critical locations to reduce a ‘1894 
flood” of 1,200,000 cubie feet per second at The Dalles to 800,000 cubic feet per 
second (chart 8). Such storage would produce the 12 million kilowatts of 
firm electrical energy indicated by the phase C development of the Columbia 


Basin. Further flood-control storage and much more storage for power are very 
desirable. 
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Storage projects, main control plan 











Site Stream Storage (acre- 

feet) 
ee oe en am BOUGD TOPE 2 IMGNONG incase cncccncancnweee 2, 980, 000 
Glacier View or alternate----_------ ; | North Fork Flathead__- os eee 3, 160, 000 
Re Ca dacdaieceoclin. ci tehenccwanns | Kootenai River-.- fil wecckeddas 4, 250, 009 
NO io. tnd ocbideaes queasy >be --| CORO I ids vuittigsiioaacetgeiees aan 5, 120, 000 
eee a 2, 100, 000 
eon nuta coe ak kh ; ao... x 2, 000, 000 
EIR his ano Le dnandenn as c= SAECO UO oan lcc ak cdikcs tied 3, 280, 000 
ON SE ee — ee Se gigameiocdat uf i, 200, 000 
Boise River projects. -_- wenn) Boise River s cae 1, 090, 000 
Payette River projects_____--- ‘ | Payette River =e eg | 1, 900, 000 
a ; 
0 Ee ee ee eas itil cceealukste cai aceaeenee . ibaa 26, 990, 000 





Grand Coulee Dam is completed but only about 1 million acre-feet are available 
for fiood control until the outlet valves are revised. Hungry Horse Dam ig 
under construction. Other major sites considered are: 





Site Stream | Storage 
| (acre-feet) 

. MH | 

eee a ees Snake River | 4, 800, 000 
Kooskia oe Ee a eae a EER: oe Clearwater__ ce de 3, 100, 000 
Elkberry ee pias ve North Fork Clearwater. --._- ‘ ie 1, 500, 000 
Plateau. __-. psshosaibe atk aptnieuibks adkie a tokneet aE, + arbi ; | 1, 000, 000 
Paradise _ __.._-- i eee ee See ae ae rae : ia | 4, 000, 000 
Rein cdicatnin aa cdeasecl on ape en Coeur d’Alene--.-.-..--- ; 2, 280, 000 


"tal (ioe table 1)... -.nsecsnne 


sal haat i ta a i Ia ta = 16, 680, 000 


Long-range plans: Long-range plans for optimum practical development of the 
Columbia River considered four phases of development as follows (chart 4) : 








| Million | Firm 

| acre-feet | kilowatt 

| power and | at 

| flood | 75 percent 

| control | load factor 

| storage 

| 
SE NS, Sikes in bel adn sare : 26 12, 600, 000 
TD cc iciscnwionines as 44 | 21,900,000 
ed eg ‘ . 68 | 28, 200, 000 
EE tab eer ebcans mane as : : 125 | 33, 500,000 


From this table it is obvious that large blocks of increased power from the 
Columbia depends largely on storage. 

Let us next consider individual sites and the reasons for withholding develop- 
ment. 

Boundary: The Boundary storage site is objected to by the zinc-lead mine 
operators in the Metaline Falls area on the grounds that it would flood their 
operations below pool elevations. These objections are considered reasonable 
and as zine and lead are strategic materials the project is to be postponed until 
the region has been mined out. Other plans to develop the 400,000 kilowatts of 
cheap power in the Z-Canyon have been studied. 

One plan utilized a two-step tunnel plan (2 mile-long tunnels at each step) 
and another plan considered a 9-mile tunnel to develop the full head. The latter 
plan is twice as expensive as a dam at Boundary. 
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Paradise: The Paradise site was considered for the 308 Report over others 
in the area for three reasons: 

1. It had the best foundation conditions. 

2. It submerged the least cultivated areas. 

3. In conjunction with the other recommended projects it supplied the required 
amount of storage. 

The Paradise project met with stern opposition from local residents and busi- 
ness people in Montana and was not recommended for immediate construction. 

It may be well to reconsider this project and compare it with an alternate 
some 10 miles downstream near Eddy. Because storage is now known to be very 
elusive it may be necessary to develop any available site to its maximum 
potential. 

At Eddy the foundations are believed to be susceptible to successful treatment. 
There would be an additional 60 feet of head available as compared to Paradise. 
By raising the pool elevation an additional 25 feet and making necessary changes 
at the Polson powerplant it would be possible to increase the useful storage 
at Eddy from the 4 million available at Paradise to 7,500,000 acre-feet which, 
with the additional head, would result in 150,000 kilowatts added at the site and 
250,000 kilowatts added downstream, a total of 1,525,000 kilowatts for the 
project if all downstream projects are developed, an increase of 400,000 kilowatts 
over Paradise. 

Glacier View: Glacier View project contemplated storage of 3,100,000 acre- 
feet on the North Fork of the Flathead near its headwaters. One-half the pro- 
posed reservoir is on Glacier National Park lands and was opposed by the Park 
Bureau of the Department of the Interior, and others. For this reason it was 
omitted from request for immediate authorization and alternate storage is sought 
elsewhere, although Glacier View has a benefits-to-costs ratio of 1.84: 1—among 
the best in the Columbia Basin. 

Springston: The Springston storage site on Coeur d’Alene River would store 
over 2 million acre-feet with a dam only 150 feet high. Its reservoir would ex- 
tend over the Osburn Fault in the Kingston-Wallace mining district and inter- 
fere to some extent with mine operations and tailings disposal at the smelters 
there. For these reasons it was opposed by the mining interests and is deferred 
until the area is mined out. 

An alternate which may store 1 million acre-feet may be provided at Enaville 
by a dam 300 feet high. The reservoir will not interfere with the operations 
at Wallace. These storages would be useful throughout the Spokane and Colum- 
bia River powerplants, besides supplying flood control. 

Kooskia: The Kooskia Dam site was selected before the Trans-Idaho Highway 
was constructed above Orofino. The storage site is an excellent one combining— 

1. An excellent damsite. 
2. Large reservoir above. 
3. Heavy stream runoff. 
4. Need for flood control of the heavy spring flood. 
It also has several disadvantages: 
1. Would submerge four communities. 
3. Would submerge Indian lands. 
3. Would submerge 4,000 acres of farmlands. 
4. Would require relocation of the Trans-Idaho Highway. 

Considerations similar to those in regard to Paradise would now dictate a 
dam at least 100 feet higher at this excellent site to store 2 million more acre 
feet of water, a total of over 5 million acre-feet of useful storage. 

An alternate to Kooskia would be a 400-foot dam at Penny Cliffs on the Middle 
Clearwater to store 1,300,000 acre-feet. 

A 500-foot dam at Moose Creek to store 830,000 acre-feet. A 500-foot dam at 
Elkberry or Bruces Eddy on the North Fork of the Clearwater to store 1,400,000 
acre-feet. It is obvious that these three dams would cost much more than 
Kooskia alone. Table 1. 
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Sites now available: The following sites are believed to be available with few 
dissenting votes: 


Storage 


Acre feet 
Schafer Meadows._-. cen 500,600 | North Fork  Flat- 
1 meas. 
Yaak River __- 500,000 | Kootenai (tribut 
Movie Piver--- : | 500, 0CO | Do. 
Nine Mile | 1,000,000 | Black 
Chiwawa 


oot 
500, 000 | Wenatche 
tary 


Miscelianeous small _ - ; ‘ j Lccwesnu} 2,008,000 


Total : ae mm | 4,000, 000 | 


This amount of storage must be greatly exceeded for both fiood control and 
power. Methods and procedures must be divised to secure additional storage and 
united efforts must be put forth to achieve the goal. 

Run-of-river plants (chart 4): There are a number of run-of-river powersites 
throughout the basin which may be developed as desired to meet the region’s 
growing load and act as a stopgap pending other developments. These projects 
include the undeveloped portions of the main stem o fthe Columbia River, viz: 
John Day, Priest Rapids, Rocky Reach, and Wells. Under present storage con- 
ditions they would produce 2,700,000 kilowatts of firm power. The layout of 
these projects is contingent upon upstream storage to the same degree as McNary 
and other main stem dams, 

On the tributaries there are also a number of potential run-of-the-river plants, 
the principal one being Spruce Park tunnel on the Middle Fork of the Flathead: 
Quartz Creek, Trout Creek, and Noxon Rapids on the Clark Fork: Z-Canyon 
tunney project on the Pend Oreille River; Kootenai Falls and Katka on the 
Kootenai; Drury site on the Wenatchee. 

With storage now operative and under construction these projects have a 
potential firm capability of 1 million kilowatt. 

Without large storage: Without large storage floods will continue. Damages 
will increase in proportion to our cultural development. Without large storage 
the 30-odd-million-kilowatt potential of the Columbia Basin will be cut in half 
(chart 5). 

Resulting economy: For a shore time the undeveloped run-of-river plants 
will meet the power demand. Soon steam plants will be required to assist in 
carrying the load—either on the base or on the peaks—and the cost of power 
will begin a rise that will eliminate the Northwest from consideration as a site 
for expanding industry. 

Sharing benefits: Construction of projects such as those discussed today, 
and those included in the comprehensive plans to date, necessarily result at 
least in certain localities in some displacement of population, business, and 
utilities in those areas which must be acquired by the Government. 

This, of course, all requires adjustment in the lives of those directly affected, 
and in the economy of the region. While those whose property is taken incident 
to the project receive just compensation for that property under the fifth 
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amendment of our Constitution, there are those who cannot be, or feel that they 
cannot be, made whole through the payment of money alone or who suffer 
damages which are without the scope of just compe verskyre and who accordingly 
resist the project with whatever means ar available to them. 

Althous gh under our concept of Government, we Sein such conflicts on the 
basis of the greatest good for the greatest number, there are ways and means 
of ameliorating the impact of displacement upon those whose homes and busi- 
nesses lie within the project area. 

Generally the advantages of the projects’ construction to the area are much 
greater than the disadvantages. Nonetheless great deference is given the views, 
opinions, and desires of the local residents in an area in which a project is 
proposed. 

The projects included in the existing comprehensive program were selected 
after the most careful consideration of all these viewpoints as expressed by 
the people and represent an optimum of compromise consistent with the attain- 
ment of the objectives sought. 

However, I believe that many of the objections to some of the progects could 
be readily removed and resource development furthered by a more direct sharing 
of the benefits which flow from these great projects with those more immediately 
affected thereby. A step in this direction may be a sharng of the benefits 
through 

Allocation of power to a State. 
2. Preferential rates. 
3. Payments in lieu of taxes. 
4. Liberal severance damages. 
5. Generous reconstruction of public utilities. 

Law—Recent act: A recent law in regard to acquisition of lands and property 
for military purposes provides for reimbursement to landowners for expenses 
and other losses and damages incurred—in an amount not to exceed 25 percent 
of the value of the land. 

SUMMARY 


Flood control of the Columbia River requires large additional sores As of 
today there is practically no flood-control storage operative. At least 27 “million 
acre-feet is required and much more is desirable. 

Increased power on the Columbia depends upon storage. Without vastly in- 
creased storage the power output of the Columbia Basin will be cut in half. 

Procurable storage sites are increasingly difficult to find. Adverse factors are: 

1. Cultural development. 
2. The fish — 
3. Mining area 

Spreading of benefits may provide a key to some sites. Early solution of the 
fish problem is necessary to open the Snake and its tributaries to development. 

Completion of the topographical mapping of the basin is a necessity to reveal 
all storage possibilities—especially in headwater areas. 

The C.B.I.A.C. has the responsibility through its constituent agencies of devel- 
oping the Columbia Basin. This requires a facing up to the problem of increased 
storage, and the full cooperation of all agencies, both State and Federal, to 
accomplish that end. 
(The tables follow :) 
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NorRTHWEST PusBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Vancouver, Wash., January 5, 1960. 
Hon. E. L. “Bos”? BARTLETT, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: Enclosed is a copy of the testimony which we are 
submitting to the Oregon State Water Resources Board at the hearings which 
begin on January 5 at Salem, Oreg., in connection with the Middle Snake situ- 
ation. 

We respectfully request that this statement be included in the next hearings 
on Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 because through an oversight on our part, 
the hearing record does not now include the fact that the Oregon State Water 
Resources Board in January and February of 1958 adopted resolutions urging 
action by Congress along the lines of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

Thank you for your many courtesies. 

Best personal regards. 

Sincerely, 
Gus NORWOOD, 
Executive Secretary. 


STATEMENT FOR THE NORTHWEST PUBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION BEFORE THE OREGON 
STATE WATER ReEsoURCES BOARD RELATING TO THE MATYER OF THE PACIFIC 
NORTHWEST POWER Co. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the board, my name is Gus Norwood. For the 
past 12 years I have served as executive secretary of the Northwest Public 
Power Association. The association comprises 107 publicly and cooperatively 
owned electric distribution systems in Alaska, Montana, Idaho, Washington, 
and Oregon which serve almost 2 million people with low-cost electricity. 


APPRECIATION TO THE BOARD 


First, we appreciate this opportunity to cooperate again with the Oregon State 
Water Resources Board. Our petition of intervention is submitted in the spirit 
of helpfulness, or more formally as amicus curiae. 

Over the years we have testified in favor of the resolution of the Oregon 
Legislative Assembly establishing the interim committee and we testified before 
the interim committee which in turn recommended the creation of the Oregon 
State Water Resources Board. We are keenly interested in and we support 
the board in its difficult tasks whether on the Rogue, McKenzie, Deschutes, or, as 
now, on the Snake River. 

Second, we appreciate the work of the board’s staff in publishing the “Snake 
River Study, Interim Report No. 1,” dated August 1958. May I call attention to 
our three-page letter of comments on that report dated December 26, 1958. 
We request that both the board study and our letter of comments be made part 
of this record by reference. 

Third, we appreciate the decision and action of the Oregon State Water Re- 
sources Board in filing its petition of intervention of November 27, 1959, before 
the Federal Power Commission in the matter of Pacific Northwest Power Co., 
project No. 2243. 

The Northwest Public Power Association jointly with the National Hells 
Canyon Association has also filed a petition of intervention before FPC together 
with a motion asking that the application of the Pacific Northwest Power Co. 
be dismissed. 

The argument for our motion is that the present application merely asks the 
FPC to replow the same old ground on which FPC has already rendered its 
decision of January 20, 1958, relative to project No. 2173. We request that this 
decision and the public documents and records leading thereto, be adopted as 
part of this record by reference. The key conclusion in the FPC decision, at 
page 6, states pointedly : 

“* * * any combination of projects which include Nez Perce is consistently 
superior to any combination of projects which does not include Nez Perce.” 

Fourth, we are appreciative of the actions of the Oregon State Water Re- 
sources Board which assisted the Federal Power Commission in arriving at its 
decision in favor of the fullest development of the Middle Snake River by means 
of the ultimate construction of the Nez Perce Dam. 
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Fifth, and lastly, we are appreciative of the adoption by the Oregon Water 
Resources Board of recommendation No. 5 at page VII, and of its action recom- 
mendation No. 5 at page XI of the “Snake River Study, Interim Report No. 1,” 
of August 1958 which urges Congress to direct the making of fish passage studies 
and research and, pending the successful completion of such research, that Con- 
gress declare a moratorium on construction of dams in the Nez Perce Reservoir 
reach of the Snake and Salmon Rivers. As we shall show later, we have made 
diligent effort and good progress in seeking the implementation of the Oregon 
State Water Resources Board recommendations. 


OUR INTEREST IN THIS PROCEEDING 


The interest of the Northwest Public Power Association in the full com- 
prehensive and balanced multiple purpose development of the water resources 
of the Middle Snake River is a matter of extensive public record in the numer- 
ous hearings on both the Hells Canyon Reservoir and the Nez Perce Reservoir 
reaches of the Snake River. We have participated in virtually every proceeding 
both directly as the Northwest Public Power Association and indirectly in co 
operation with other public interest groups comprising the National Hells Can- 
yon Association and other national organizations. 

Our primary economic interests in this proceeding are: 

(1) We seek ultimately Federal Government development of the Nez Perce 
reach of the Middle Snake River and the marketing of the resulting power so 
that such power will be available for purchase by our electric distribution sys- 
tems which obtain power through the Bonneville Power Administration. 

(2) We seek at all times an adequate supply of power to serve our consumers. 

(5) We are greatly concerned that this power be available at the lowest pos- 
sible cost. 

(4) We seek adequate regional power supply developed by the Federal Govern- 
ment for industrial purposes where such industry may be served either directly 
by the Bonneville Power Administration or through our member electric dis- 
tribution systems. 

(5) We are opposed to private utility corporation monopolization of power 
from the Middle Snake River with the resultant fact that our public and cooper- 
ative power systems would be frozen out and would be denied access to such 
power. 

(6) We are opposed to the merger of private utility corporations into huge 
regionwide syndicates like the Pacific Northwest Power Co. Under the laws 
administered by beth the Federal! Power Commission and the Securities and 





Exchange Commission we are challenging and will challenge the legal existence 
of the Pacific Northwest Power Co. as a publie utility. We have also opposed 
before committees of the Congress the efforts of this company to amend the 
Public Utility Holding Company Act to change the definition of public utility so 
as to exempt this company from the definition. 

In addition to our primary concern over the power supply aspects of the 
middie Snake River, the Northwest Public Power Association also has a number 
of secondary interests. These relate more broadly to the public interest. 

Our association comprises 107 consumer-owned electric systems. These sys- 
tems are actually owned and operated by, of, and for the consumers. These 
consumers have a broad public interest in the economic growth and in the 
conservation and development of the natural resources of the Pacific Northwest 
and particularly those resources which are part of the publicly owned public 
domain such as the waters of the Snake River. The Snake River, may we 
emphasize, belongs to the people. 

Among the secondary interests which our member electric systems have in 
this proceeding are the following : 

(1) We favor the full, comprehensive, balanced multiple-purpose development 
of the water resources of the Snake River. 

(2) We favor the highest degree of flood control, by means of upstream 
storage, which is obtainable in the Columbia River Basin. Specifically our 
resolutions call for sufficient upstream storage to control the maximum flood of 
record to 600,000 cubie feet per second. This means about 48 million acre-feet 
of usable storage. May we emphasize that for power purposes we Can effectively 
use more storage than this. 

(3) We favor the achievement of the maximum amount of upstream storage 
for both flood control and power within the U.S. portion of the Columbia River 
Basin because we recognize that whatever storage is achieved in Canada will 
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require not only reimbursement but in all likelihood a higher price than would 
be required if the facilities were built within the United States. Also as among 
both United States and Canadian upstream storage dams we favor earlier con- 
struction of U.S. projects and insuring for them the earliest and highest credit 
for downstream benefits. Generally the value per acre-foot of storage from 
later projects is less, or the value of storage from the same project diminishes if 
the project is postponed until after key Canadian projects are built. 

(4) We oppose underdevelopment of water resources such as is now being 
done in the Hells Canyon Reservoir portion of the Snake River. This is a 
scandalous waste of public property. We are cheating the next generation of 
their rightful birthright which would have been obtainable from full de 
velopment. 

(5) We favor the most economical achievement of the full development of 
water resources. We oppose the wasteful construction of two dams such as 
the high Mountain Sheep Dam and the Lower Canyon Dam when the single 
Nez Perce Dam can do a better job at much less cost. The Nez Perce Dam 
‘can give us lower cost flood control and lower cost power and more power both 
at site and downstream. Furthermore under Federal construction standards and 
Yederal financing methods we would achieve various economies which would 
make possible not only the fullest development but also lower unit costs for the 
various benefits of flood control and power. 

(6) We are greatly alarmed by the transmission grid system proposed for 
construction by the Pacific Northwest Power Co. This grid would be super- 
imposed on top of the Federal Columbia River power system and would in part 
duplicate and operate to diminish the usefulness of the Federal system. Further- 
more in combination with other private utility proposals it would monopolize 
the interregional transmission opportunities with the Missouri River power sys- 
tem, the Central Valley project of California, and the proposed upper Colorado 
River power pool. All in all the proposed private electric corporation trans- 
mission lines pose a most serious threat to the public interest. The success of 
the utilities in building such a system would be a success for real monopoly 
such as the Western States have never seen. 

(7) We must also point out the adverse impact which private utility control 
of Snake River power would have on irrigation. No private utility dam in the 
history of the Nation has ever subsidized or assisted any irrigation project. The 
Northwest Public Power Association favors a positive irrigation program for the 
Pacific Northwest. In our testimony on various bills we have supported assist- 
ance from power revenues for irrigation, but only if the power project was built 
by the Federal Government. A future Nez Perce Dam can assist irrigation. No 
private utility dam will ever do any good for irrigation. 

(8) We favor increased emphasis at Federal dams on recreation. The inter- 
connection of the Snake River and the Salmon River by means of one reservoir 
extending over a length of 127 miles would obviously provide superior recrea- 
tional opportunities. 

(9) Finally we favor the crash fisheries research program which the Oregon 
State Water Resources Board envisioned in its 1958 interim report on the Snake 
River. Our association has worked hard on numerous drafts of Senate Concur- 
rent Resolution 35 and has submitted testimony at the hearings thereon July 17, 
1959, in Washington, D.C., and on November 10, 1959, at Astoria. As the hear- 
ings have progressed, we have submitted amendments to include various con- 
structive suggestions made by the various conservation organizations. We think 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 is now in good shape. 

This resolution provides for the Secretary of the Interior to conduct a crash 
program of research on the problem of fish passage at high dams as outlined 
in the February 11, 1959, fisheries report of the Columbia Basin Inter-Agency 
Committee. Secondly, it provides for a reservation of the Nez Perce Reservoir 
reach of the Snake River so that no dam may be constructed in this area until 
completion of the fisheries research. Our latest amendment provides that this 
moratorium would be terminated by Congress upon the recommendation of the 
Secretary of the Interior, but in any event by December 31, 1970. Since the 
hearings of July 17, 1959, are printed, we request that they be made a part of 
this record by reference. We are also attaching copies of our testimony as ex- 
hibits so that the board may be fully aware of the status of the legislation. It 
is our understanding that a further 1-day hearing will be held on Senate Con- 
current Resolution 35 during January or February. 
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We have listed six primary and nine secondary interests of the Northwest 
Public Power Association in this proceeding. Nevertheless, we think this list 
of issues understates the importance of the proceedings. 


SCOPE AND PURPOSES OF THIS PROCEEDING 


One of the points raised at the prehearing conference of December 30, 1959, 
was with respect to the recognition which would be given to the 308 review 
report. Our position, which was briefly mentioned at that time, was that this 
report is still in process and can still be influenced as to both facts and con- 
clusions by the Oregon State Water Resources Board and the Governor of Ore- 
gon in submitting comments to the Chief of Engineers, to the Secretary of De- 
fense, to the Bureau of the Budget, and to the respective Public Works Com- 
mittees of the House and Senate. 

Despite all this future processing, there is considerable likelihood that Con- 
gress will decline to adopt the report. It is to be recalled that House Docu- 
ment 531, comprising the previous 308 report, was never adopted by the Con- 
gress. Only certain projects selected therefrom have been approved. 

This illustrates and should emphasize the fact that the Oregon State Water 
Resources Board still retains the opportunity to guide and influence the direction 
which river development will take in the Pacific Northwest. Certainly it should 
be abundantly clear that the existing draft of the 308 review report is prelimi- 
nary in nature. It is merely the proposed report submitted by the North Pa- 
cific Division Engineer. It was admittedly prepared under conditions of inade- 
quate budget and lack of time. 

The control controversy in the preparation of the 308 report revolved around 
the Nez Perce issue. 

At the invitation of Brig. Gen. L. H. Foote, then North Pacific Division Engi- 
neer, I served as a member of the 308 General Advisory Committee of 14 mem- 
bers from 1955 to 1958. 

At the first meeting of September 20, 1955, the General Advisory Committee 
was presented with the conclusion that the Pleasant Valley Dam and low Moun- 
tain Sheep Dam would be considered just as these were proposed by the Pacific 
Northwest Power Co. This was presented to us as virtually fait accompli. 

Nez Perce Dam, although highly favored in House Document 531 of 1948, was 
conspicious by its sudden absence. It was not even to be considered in what 
purportedly would be a review of the 308 review report. 

I strongly protested the omission of Nez Perce Dam from the list of projects 
to be studied. Possibly as a result of my protest and the requests of others, the 
corps decided to include the middle Snake River. It is my carefully con- 
sidered opinion that the Corps of Engineers was much less than enthusiastic 
in this decision. Time and again I found evidence in the meetings, memoranda 
and discussions which indicated that the corps as a matter of policy was being 
pessimistic on the desirability of expediting research on fish passage at high 
dams. 

The corps has not provided real leadership in promoting research in fish pas- 
sage at high dams, although Congress has provided some research funds to the 
Army. Instead the city of Tacoma has carried the ball in developing the skimmer 
method. 

This long and detailed comment is submitted in support of our view that the 
Oregon State Water Resources Board should refuse to let itself be stampeded 
by this private electric monopoly syndicate. 

We hope the board will look a careful eye at the alleged 308 review report. 
It is highly controversial. In its present form it reflects the successful pressure, 
thus far, of the Pacific Northwest Power Co. We challenge the 308 review re- 
port at every point so far as the middle Snake River is concerned. We challenge 
the criteria used in the study. We challenge the scope of the review. We 
severely challenge the methods and we reject the present conclusion for a high 
Mountain Sheep Dam. 

After the historic Hells Canyon Dam battle, the next line of defense for the 
cause of full, comprehensive river development is centered on this decision with 
respect to the ultimate construction of the Nez Perce Dam. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE BOARD 


The Northwest Public Power Association respectfully recommends (1) that 
the Oregon State Water Resources Board withholds approval of any State license 
to the Pacific Northwest Power Co. for construction of any project in the Nez 
Perce reservoir reach of the middle Snake River. 

(2) We urge that the board renew its endorsement of the proposal adopted 
February 24, 1958 (page XI of the interim report) calling upon the Congress to 
establish a moratorium to allow time for solution of the fish passage problem. 
We urge the board to submit testimony to this effect to the Senate Commerce 
Committee. 

(3) We urge that the board renew and expand its action and recommendations 
of January 27, 1958, and February 24, 1958, to support projects under construc- 
tion and also the starting of new Federal power projects and the authorization 
of additional projects as follows: 

(a) Keep on schedule the John Day Dam, Ice Harbor Dam, and minor 
Federal projects now under construction. 

(b) Urge start of construction of Lower Monumental Dam, Little Goose 
Dam, Lower Granite Dam, and Green Peter Dam, all of which are authorized. 

(c) Urge Congress to authorize the following projects listed in the 308 
review report: Strube, Garden Valley, Asotin, Long Meadow, Enaville, and 
Bruces Eddy. 

(4) We urge that the board, as an intervenor before the Federal Power Com- 
mission, will Oppose the application of the Pacific Northwest Power Co., and 
instead will urge FPC to stand firm in its previous decision in favor of the 
ultimate construction of Nez Perce Dam. 

(5) We urge that the board advise the Governor to submit comments on the 
308 review report which will oppose, at this time, the construction of the high 
Mountain Sheep Dam or Nez Perce Dam, and urge instead the adoption by Con- 
gress of Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35 for a crash research program on 
fish passage at high dams. 


NEZ PERCE IS THE BEST DAM 


We offer to prove that Nez Perce Dam is the best dam for development of the 
proposed reach of the Snake River and Salmon River. 

The proof is readily available in public documents as follows: 

A. House Document 531 (308 report of 1948) : 

(1) Volume I, page 107, paragraph 26, and table III-8 showing Nez Perce as 
an alternative project of the main control plan; page 218 for summary of bene- 
fits; other references, pages 18, 108, 212, 215, 217, 219, plate 62, table facing 302, 
317. 

(2) Volume IT, page 401, on effect of Nez Perce storage. 

(3) Volume IV, pages 1491-1494, 1638-1639, plates 34 and 438, pages 1477, 1452, 
1497, 1498, 1505, 1506, 1595, 1596, 1598. 

(4) Volume VII, 2816 Nez Perce better than Hells Canyon, 2910, 2911. 

(5) Volume VIII, pages 4065-4066, 4071-4072, 4085, 4136, 4189, 4146. 

(6) Typical and illustrative summary quotations follow : 

Page 108: “31. The Nez Perce project has not been included in the main con- 
trol plan because of its location below the mouth of the Salmon River where it 
would block the migration of salmon to that stream. Except for this one ad- 
verse factor, the project is highly favorable. The reservoir would be almost en- 
tirely in a remote and undeveloped area and no serious flowage problems would 
be involved. The project is not recommended for construction, however, until 
such time as changed conditions offset the desirability of leaving the stream 
open for anadromous fish. In view of the strategic location and other factors, 
Nez Perce project would be an extremely desirable improvement which would be 
completely justified from an engineering and economic standpoint. In deference 
to the fisheries interest, this effective unit has been omitted from the projects 
of the main control plan which are recommended for construction at this time.” 

Pages 217-218: “404. Since the flow of Salmon River would be controlled, 
as well as that of Snake River, a greater degree of regulation over Snake River 
discharges could be exercised for most floods by Nez Perce Dam than by Hells 
Canyon Dam.” 
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Page 219: “412. Conclusion.—Nez Perce project, from a purely engineering 
standpoint, is regarded as the most desirable in the reach of Snake River be- 
tween Weiser and Lewiston. Its large storage capacity and location below 
the mouth of Salmon River would make it especially effective in regulating the 
runoff from both streams, while power generated at the site would be of great 
benefit to the already power-deficient Pacific Northwest. However, the project 
is not recommended in this report, because it would block major runs of anadro- 
mous fish which spawn in Salmon River and tributaries.” 

B. Senate Document 51, 84th Congress, 1st session, June 14, 1955, on Middle 
Snake River: 

(1) Pages 111-113, especially at page 113: 

“Heonomically the Nez Perce project is undoubtedly the most attractive de- 
velopment in the middle Snake River Basin.” 

Cc. “Program Information for Future Multiple-Purpose Projects in the Co- 
lumbia River Basin,’ 29 pages, September 10, 1953, submitted by the Sub- 
committee on Comprehensive Program, Columbia Basin Interagency Committee, 
and signed by Gordon Fernald of the Corps of Engineers, Jack Stevens of BPA, 
and Frank Clinton of the Bureau of Reclamation. 

This report show Nez Perce project unequivocally to be the best dam under 
each of several criteria as compared to other dams in the U.S. portion of the 
Columbia River Basin. 

D. “Opinion No. 307 and Order Denying Application for License,’ 13 pages, 
January 20, 1958, Federal Power Commission, In the Matter of Pacific North- 
west Power Co., project No. 2173 (low Mountain Sheep and Pleasant Valley 
scheme). The key paragraph at page 6 on the superiority of Nez Perce Dam 
reads: 

“It is readily apparent from the studies presented in House Document 531, 
in Senate Document No. 51, and from those prepared by the staff for the middle 
Snake Basin that any combination of projects which includes Nez Perce is con- 
sistently superior to any combination of projects which does not include Nez 
Perce. Nez Perce, together with existing storage and that under construction in 
the Snake Basin above the mouth of the Salmon, would supply all the storage 
needed to control the flows of the Salmon and the middle Snake River above the 
Nez Perce site for the prevention of flood damage downstream on the Columbia, 
for economic power development and for other beneficial public purposes. The 
means for passing anadromous fish at the lower canyon project in plan II 
presents the same problem as that at the Nez Perce project in plan I.” 

The Oregon statute ORS 543.225 (sec. 3) is more stringent in requiring 
maximum economical development, highest use of water, prevention of waste, 
control of water for all and serving the best public interest. By comparison 
section 10(a) of the Federal Power Act is weak. Indeed our bill S. 584 pro- 
poses strengthening section 10(a). Nevertheless under section 10(a) the Fed- 
eral Power Commission rejected the Pacific Northwest Power Co. application and 
identified the Nez Perce Dam and comprehensive development. Oregon should 
do no less. 


SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 35 IS GOOD INTERIM SOLUTION 


We favor comprehensive development. If comprehensive development is not 
immediately possible, then we favor leaving the door open. 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 is the open door. It preserves the future oppor- 
tunity for full, comprehensive, and balanced multiple-purpose development of 
these water resources. 

The fisheries and other conservation agencies testified in favor of Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35 because research obviously is needed. 

The stretch of river would be frozen by a legislative moratorium of not more 
than 11 years. This moratorium would not and should not delay power de- 
velopment on the lower Snake River and in other areas. In fact the moratorium 
should have the effect of stimulating and expediting an immediate new start at 
the lower Monumental and Green Peter damsites. It should also speed up new 
authorizations. Equally important it should speed up solution of the fish problem. 

The solution of the fish problem would dynamite the biggest bottleneck in uor 
river resource development. 

In conclusion we offer to assist the Oregon State Water Resources Board in 
this proceeding in nay way within our ability and we offer to submit any supple- 
mental data. We appreciate your many courtesies. 

We respectfully urge the board to adopt our recommendations. Thank you. 
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STATEMENT OF MILLARD MARTIN, PRESIDENT, CENTRAL LINCOLN PEOPLE’S UTILITY 
District, NEwport, OreEG., ASTORIA, OREG., NOVEMBER 10, 1959 


I am Millard Martin, president of the Central Lincoln People’s Utility Dis- 
trict with headquarters at Newport, Oreg. I have served on the board of direc- 
tors of the district, for the past 13 years. 

The district, a consumer-owned and controlled municipal corporation, is the 
distributor of electric power along the central Oregon coast. It began opera- 
tion in 1943 when it acquired the system of the West Coast Power Co, In 1943 
the system served some 5,200 customers; today the customers of the district 
total 12,100. The district obtains its power supply from the Bonneville Power 
Administration and the district’s power requirements have increased from 2,600 
kilowatts in 1948 to 54,000 kilowatts this past year. 

The district endorses Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. We advocate the prin- 
ciple of complete, comprehensive development of the natural resources of the 
Nation and we believe that Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 embodies this 
principle. 

We believe that any natural resource having multiple purposes should be de 
veloped for the maximum benefit for all purposes. A resource should not be 
developed for one purpose at the expense of another purpose. 

The Central Lincoln People’s Utility District is in the electric distribution 
business and to remain in business the district must have a continuing, adequate 
power supply. The power requirements of the district are expected to double 
within the next 10 years, and consequently electric power is of considerable 
concern to us. However, the fisheries resource is of prime interest to the district 
also, because it is so vital to the general economy of the area in which the district 
operates. 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 is of direct interest to the district, even 
though attention is focused on the middle Snake River, because the solution 
of the problem of passage of fish over high dams will make it possible to more 
fully develop the power potentiais of not only the Snake River but other rivers 
as well. 

There are five significant coast rivers flowing through the district’s service 
area, namely, Siletz, Yaquina, Alsea, Eiuslaw, and Umpqua. There exists 
considerable electric power potentials in these rivers which might be developed 
if the fish passage problem at high dams could be solved. Now, they must 
be reserved for fish propagation. 

The time required to solve the problem of fish passage at high dams is ques- 
tionable and any legislation which might terminate research on the subject prior 
to completion of studies would be unwise legislation and the district favors an 
amendment broadening the termination date provision of the resolution. The 
language proposed by the Northwest Public Power Association would be ac- 
ceptable to the district. 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 is in the public interest because it proposes 
to solve the problem which today prevents the full comprehensive, multiple-pur- 
pose development of many of our rivers and it is hoped that the committee will 
act favorably on this resolution. 

Other legislation bearing on the problem under consideration here, are: S. 1420 
which proposes a procedure for vetoing the granting of FPC licenses; and S. 2586 
which would prohibit construction of any dams if such dams would adversely 
affect the fisheries resource. The district is opposed to both S. 1420 and S. 2586 
on the grounds that neither bill makes any attempt to solve the basic problem 
of fish passage over the high dams which is so essential to full, comprehensive 
multipurpose development of our rivers. 


STATEMENT OF CHRIS C. BECK, PRESIDENT, OREGON PEOPLE’S UTILITY DISTRICT 
DIRECTORS ASSOCIATION, ASTORIA, OREG., NOVEMBER 10, 1959 


I am Chris C. Beck, president of the Oregon People’s Utility District Directors 
Association, and also vice president of the Central Lincoln People’s Utility 
District, one of the four Oregon PUD’s which are members of the association. 
The other three member districts are: Tillamook, Clatskanie, and Northern 
Wasco County. The four operating PUD’s in Oregon serve a combined total of 
19,000 customers. 
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The association is in favor of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 because it 
provides ways and means whereby fisheries and hydroelectric power resources 
may become compatible one with the other on the same rivers. 

The member districts of the association are not only power conscious, they 
are also very much aware of the importance of conserving the fisheries resource. 
The member districts all operate in areas where fishing is an important seg- 
ment of the general economy of the area. Clatskanie and Northern Wasco 
County PUD’s operate along the Columbia River. Tillamook and Central 
Lincoln PUD’S operate along the Pacific coast. 

All. of the member districts receive their power requirements from the 
Federal system and consequently favor the complete, comprehensive development 
of the power resources of the Columbia and Snake Rivers so as to insure a 
continuing adequate supply of low-cost power for their ever-increasing require 
ments. 

It is believed that Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, if enacted into law, 
will ultimately result in a solution of the problem of fish passage past high 
dams and thus eliminate the present conflict between power and fish interests. 

The association urges your committee to recommend to the Congress the 
passage of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, amended to broaden the termina- 
tion date thereof in line with suggestions of the Northwest Public Power 
Association. 


[Public Utility News, November 1959 issue, article by Frankland Smith] 


A new downstream migrant fish facility is being designed for Mayfield Dam. 
This facility shows promise of being the long sought solution to the problem of 
getting fingerling salmon and steelhead past a dam en route to the sea. 

Until recently, no attempt was made to provide special facilities for these 
small fish at any dam. The fingerlings could go downstream only by passing 
through turbines or over spillways. 

If the dam is a low one (roughly, not more than 125 feet high), no appreciable 
mortality to the fish will occur in a turbine or ona spillway. However, at higher 
dams, large numbers of the fingerlings may be, and often are, killed unless 
special structures provide them with other means of getting past the dam. 
What the nature of such structures should be has been the objeet of consider- 
able biological and engineering research recently. 

One of the methods proposed for transporting fingerling salmon downstream 
past dams is the skimmer principle. This idea was originally adopted by 
Tacoma for Mayfield Dam. A skimmer has been actually built and is in opera- 
tion at Pelton Dam, owned by the Portland General Electric Co. in eastern 
Oregon. 

However, before we could start construction, the Cowlitz project was halted 
with design work not fully completed. Subsequently, after resumption of work 
on the project, a new scheme was suggested. 

The skimmer, while sound in principle and undoubtedly feasible, had a number 
of drawbacks from a construction and operation point of view. The new 
scheme eliminates some of these drawbacks and has some advantages which the 
skimmer does not have; the primary one being the amount of water available 
to attract fish. 

The greater the flow, the more fish are attracted. The Mayfield skimmer 
had a flow of only 180,000 gallons per minute. The new structure will utilize 
the entire flow of the river, a maximum of 5,760,000 gallons per minute, to 
attract the fingerlings. 

This new idea is known as the louver principle. Imagine a venetian blind 
rotated so that the slats (or louvers) are hanging vertically instead of horizon- 
tally. Then imagine that two such blinds (or lines of louvers) are placed to- 
gether in the shape of a V, being wide apart at one end and coming together, 
but not quite meeting, at the other end. 

Now replace the slats of the Venetian blinds with steel or aluminum bars. 
Then place the entire business in a channel of water so that all of the water 
in the channel must flow through the louver bars. This is the louver 
installation. 

It has been found that fish approaching the V of the louvers will avoid the 
bars and be carried by the current to the narrow end of the V. At this point 
the louver bars in each leg of the V come within about 8 inches of one another. 
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A rectangular box, called a bypass, extending from the top of the water to 
the bottom of the channel (as do the louvers themselves) is placed at the 
narrow end of the V. In the floor of the channel at the bottom of the box, or 
bypass, is a hole to which is connected a pipe leading to the river below the dam. 

Fish avoid the louvers, enter the bypass, and are carried to the river below 
the dam in the pipe previously mentioned. Most of the water (almost all of it) 
passes through the louvers to the turbines. 

Louvers are in operation today at two places. With Russ Webb, of the 
Washington Department of the Fisheries, and Dan Bates, of the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service, I visited these louver installations at Tracy, Calif. (near 
Medford). Both are quite large structures. The louvers at Tracy are 400 
feet long and 25 feet deep. 

Those at Tracy have been quite throughly evaluated and it has been found 
that an average of 98 percent of the fish are bypassed successfully. In addition, 
a number of agencies, including the State of Washington, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, the State of Oregon, and the Canadian Department of Fisheries 
are building research facilities to further test louvers and other fish-separating 
devices early next spring. 

The successful operation of this facility at Mayfield will remove the last 
valid objection to the construction of dams on salmon and steelhead rivers as 
far as passage of the downstream migrants over the dam is concerned. 
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Senator Barriterr. The committee will stand in recess for 10 
minutes. 

(Recess from 3:15 p.m, to 3:30 p.m.) 

Senator Bartierr. The committee will be in order. 

We will be glad to hear from Mr. Westerholm. 

Mr. WesrerHoitm. Senator Bartlett and Senator Neuberger, my 
name is William Westerholm and I am the executive secretary of 
the Columbia River Fisherman’s Protective Union, 322 10th Street, 
Astoria Oreg. This organization has been in operation since 1884, 
and it represents the commercial gillnetter fisherman on the Columbia 
River from Bonneville Dam to the mouth of the Columbia River. 

The commercial fishermen of the Columbia River are indeed right 
in the middle of all Columbia River salmon resource controversies. 
The Columbia gillnetter harvests the salmon, not only for his personal 
use, but also for all of those other non-salmon-fishing people who 
cannot afford the time and equipment of the angler, whose health 
does not allow them to fish, whose professional limitations prevent 
fishing, or who just do not care to fish in any manner themselves, 

We appreciate Senators Church and Neuberger for their intent to 
protect the Salmon River habitat against any further damage by 
dams, but as this Senate bill 2586 is written it does not forbid dams 
outright but restricts them to size and specification of dams already 
existing lower down the river—dams which already are known to 
kill considerable percentages of both upstream and downstream 
migrants in various ways. 

We, therefore, recommend that Senate bill 2586 as now drawn be 
completely withdrawn in favor of a new bill definitely recognizing 
the need for restricting all and any dams of any kind on the Salmon 
River unless freely sanctioned by the joint action of the States and 
Federal fisheries authorities. 

In considering Senate bill 1420, the fishermen feel that this bill is 
a good bill and is absolutely necessary in safeguarding the public 
interests in the salmon resource. This bill would merely bring the 
Department of the Interior’s powers up to par in conservation of fish, 
game, and recreational resources with our other Federal departments. 
The increase in dam building is taking away the natural habitats of 
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anadromous fish. We recommend the fast action of passing Senate 
bill 1420, 

We wish to endorse Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, with these 
reservations, that the salmon being a 4-year fish, it would take at least 
4- or 5-year cycles of fish to determine whether the fish are declining 
or increasing at any barrier or dam that is completed on the river. 
We do support the thought behind Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, 
as being a step in the right direction, but feel these researches should 
be indefinite until an obviously satisfactory solution has been arrived 


We feel that researches are fine even at this 11th hour. We feel that 
the researches must be continuous beyond our foreseeable future and 
that reports should be made to every session of the Congress on the 
progress and findings of these researches. 

If the price of salmon were added to the price of kilowatts, the 
cost of kilowatts would be greater than it is now. 

If population increases, as it so does, we likewise will have to do as 
other people have done, that is, go to sea to get protein for our people. 

(Attachment to the statement follows:) 


The commercial fishermen of the Columbia River are indeed right in the 
middle of all Columbia River salmon resource controversies. The Columbia 
gillnetter harvests the salmon, not only for his own personal use, but also for 
all of those other non-salmon-fishing people who cannot afford the time and 
equipment of the angler, whose health does not allow them to fish, whose pro- 
fessional limitations prevent fishing, or who just do not care to fish in any 
manner themselves. 

The river fishermen, commercial or sports devotee, harvests the salmon at its 
mature stage in contrast to the varying immature stages of salmon caught at 
sea by either commercial or sports fishermen. The Columbia gillnetter also 
harvests salmon and steelheads in the lower river area where the ocean-feeding 
fish have just entered after ending the oceanic pasturing. Thus, the gill- 
netters’ harvest under today’s regulations produce the prime fish for food from 
that particular stage in salmon’s life cycle when the fish has stopped storing 
more food fats in its body and has turned, instead, to utilizing its stored fats 
for fuel on its ascent to the native spawning gravels where its life first began. 

It is at this particular stage that the salmon and steelhead meat is at its 
prime in palatability and food value. So, today’s lower river fisherman harvests 
the salmon and steelheads, not only at its prime, but also at its maximum in 
tonnage. 

Today’s river commercial fisherman is the most regulated harvester of salmon 
anywhere. The details of his catch and of his operations are very accurately 
recorded for scientific analysis so necessary to the intelligent management of 
the resource today. His seasons, his gear, and his fishing areas are strictly 
defined and enforced as in no other salmon fishery. 

A river fisherman of the lower Columbia commercial gillnetting area, like 
the farmer, has to recognize not only the harvest conditions of maximum 
advantage for quality and quantity, but he must sincerely appreciate the need 
for and practice conservation. His business depends upon it just as the farmer’s 
sueccess depends upon his care of his stocks and his soils. 

In fact, this parallel was very neatly drawn some years ago by Mrs. Blanche 
Pickering of the Oregon State Grange when she said to the Columbia River 
commercial fishermen, “The only real difference between you men and our 
Grange is that where we are farmers of the soil, you are farmers of the river 
and the sea.” 

We appreciate our position of economic importance far beyond the bonds of 
our own personal lives. If it was not for our commercial harvests reaching 
the tables of the rest of the great nonfishing public, then only the select few 
of the sporting fraternity would have access to the particularly valuable foods 
from the salmon and steelhead fisheries. 
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A pound of prime salmon ranks shoulder to shoulder with our pound of prime 
beef as a rich protein food as shown by our Government food analyses. Then, 
on top of this, salmon fat acids have been recently shown by molecular analyses 
to be very heavily of the unsaturated classifications in contrast to the heavier 
saturated fat acid showings of beef and other animal meats from our lands. 

We appreciate our service in thus availing to the nonfishing public these 
medically important protein foods with which to counterbalance our diets of 
beef, pork, and mutton to a lower cholesterol rating and less coronary troubles. 

We harvest salmon for markets in every State of the Union. And even under 
the depleted fishery of today we still ship salmon to Europe. Time was when 
we shipped quantities of our great June giant chinooks to Germany in mild cure 
tierces. Germany sent her best exports here to buy and pack these great salmon 
for her higher classed retail markets. We were paid 5 and 6 cents per pound 
more for these 45 to 70 pound strain of chinooks than for the smaller strains of 
eannery fish. 

France bought millions of pounds of frozen steelheads for her special markets. 
England was and still is a heavy buyer of canned salmon. 

We have to admit that today our Columbia River salmon resource is but a 
bare remnant of what was once a great natural food resource costing us not 
one red cent for initial construction, for operation and for maintance until we by 
our criminal carelessness and neglect brought the resource to its present sorry 
state. 

Grand Coulee Dam killed off the June giant strain of chinooks. They are 
now gone forever from the face of this earth. So are the original famed “July 
run” of chinooks which established the worldwide fame of the Columbia River 
canned royal chinook. The earlier Snake River Dams of the Bureau of 
Reclamation and of private power companies killed those strains. 

Lloyd Royal, now with the British Columbia fisheries, and one of our foremost 
students of the Pacific salmons today, has thought that we have perhaps already 
lost to extinction about half of the approximately 40 distinct strains of chinooks, 
silverside salmon, steelheads, bluebacks and chum salmon of the original Colum- 
bia stocks when white man first came here. 

We cite these random thoughts, gentlemen, from among the many that weigh 
heavily on our minds and spirits in the long nights when we cast our nets still 
for our and your rightful share of this once abundant fishery resource. We 
hope that you might then understand our sincerity and deep concern when we 
now turn to analyzing and criticizing these bills before us. 

First, focusing our attention on Senate bill 2586, we wish to commend the 
sponsors of the bill, Senators Church and Neuberger, for their obvious intent 
to protect the Salmon River chinook habitat against further damage by dams. 
This Salmon River of Idaho is the one major spring Chinook habitat tributaries 
left in the entire Columbia system still partially open to the sea-run fish. Dams 
already down river on both the Snake and the Columbia have cut very heavily 
into the Salmon River’s contribution to our remaining stocks of spring chinook 
and steelheads. 

However, as the bill 2586 is written, it does not forbid dams outright but 
restricts them to size and specifications of dams already existing lower down 
the river, dams which already are known to kill considerable percentages of 
both upstream and downstream migrants in various ways. 

At this stage of depletion of the salmon resource, gentlemen, we need not 
go much farther before the natural salmon-destroying agents can take over 
and completely wipe out even this remaining Salmon River spring chinook 
stock. It is no longer any sense whatever to talk of “solving salmon passage 
problems over dams”, that may be projected for the Salmon River or any 
remnant habitat. Passage over dams, even if eventually successful from the 
mechanical viewpoint, is entirely meaningless from the conservation viewpoint 
if we sincerely mean to save the resource, not only in the meagre volume of 
today, but to allow for developing it later to greater potentials. 

This becomes very obvious if we but think of why we pass salmon over dams 
at all. We do hope that all parties voicing ideas on possible ways of passing 
salmon safely over dams realize that there must be enough spawning and rear- 
ing habitat left intact for inundation itself to allow the passed salmon to pre 
form their reproductive function, If no such habitat is left above the dams, 
then why bother about the passage over the dams anymore? Certainly we have 
not yet developed any indications of salmon spawning successfully in the water- 
less mountain rocks, woodlands, tilled grain fields or trodden cow pastures. 
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Therefore, gentlemen, if you can pardon us for our emotional feelings a bit, 
we feel that if we sincerely wish to conserve our salmon resource, the time 
has already passed when we should have definitely set aside several of our 
best salmon streams for sanctuaries entirely undammed except for such minor 
impoundments as might be needed for fisheries water level, temperature and 
quality control. There was a time when certain low hydro dams, such as the 
city of Eugene, Oreg., maintains on the McKenzie River, could have been built 
in goodly numbers in the Columbia Basin without any great damage to our 
salmon resource. 

However, with the destruction of the Cowlitz River in Washington and the 
Deschutes River in Oregon, there will be no other upper river salmon habitat 
of importance left in the entire Columbia system if we allow the Salmon River 
habitat to be obstructed, flooded, or made useless by developing conditions ideal 
for the explosive increases of predatory trash fish populations or by developing 
temperature-increasing impoundments to the point where salmon cannot survive. 

So, if salmon conservation is to mean anything in reality and not be used as 
a talking point by which to sell the public on hydro benefits, then we must not 
have any more dams of any kind on Salmon River unless sanctioned by the 
State and Federal fisheries authorities in their own unpressured opinions. 

Therefore, we recommend that Senate bill 2586, as now drawn, be completely 
withdrawn in favor of a new bill definitely recognizing the need for restricting 
all and any dams of any kind on the Salmon River unless freely sanctioned by 
the joint action of State and Federal fisheries authorities. 

In considering Senate bill 1420, the Columbia River commercial fishermen feel 
that this bill is a good bill and is absolutely necessary to the safeguarding of the 
public interest in the salmon resource. 

This bill asks for nothing new in Federal legislative machinery beyond what 
we already have in operation in other fieids and merely asks that the same 
review and veto power now be given to the Department of the Interior in the 
interests of protecting our migratory fish and game as we already have given 
other departments in other fields. This bill would merely bring the Department 
of Interior’s powers up to par in the conservation of fish, game and recreation 
resources with our other Federal Departments. 

We do wish to point out that had this legislation been enacted prior to the 
Cowlitz and Deschutes dam proposals so arrogantly allowed by the Federal 
Power Commission licenses, we would still have a real potential for redeveloping 
our salmon and steelhead resource to at least three times present volume when 
both these rivers’ rehabilitation programs would have been completed as already 
planned and underway under the joint State and Federal salmon conservation 
and rehabilitation program for the lower and middle Columbia. Instead of 
contemplating a mere token run of salmon precariously held against the terrific 
odds of impossible miles-long, “Squirrel-run” fish ladders, lethal water temper- 
atures, sour water, impractical fingerling screens and other useless “fisheries 
devices” by wild-eyed ‘fish experts” of the nonfisheries dam builders, we could be 
building our salmon resource back to an eventual annual income of $50 million, 
in contrast to the $17,400,000, annual fisheries income from all sources of 
Columbia-originating salmon and steelheads. 

Even greater potentials are recognized distinctly possible by salmon fisheries 
people provided we have the habitat to work with. It is quite clear that today 
from a perusal of any map of the original salmon habitat of the Columbia Basin 
we now have left less than 25 percent of that original salmon habitat. 

And it is equally clear that not one single remaining salmon habitat tributary 
of the Columbia, not even the Salmon River anymore, is functioning under its 
original native capacity to produce salmon and steelheads. 

Even at Bonneville Dam many ascending salmon never find or accept the 
ladders. Arne Suomela, while director of the Oregon Fish Commission, had 2 
research party checking dead salmon below this dam in the month of August and 
found 142 dead salmon floating below this dam in the brief stretch of river from 
the dam down to Horse Tail Falls. His party was unable to count the sunken, 
freshly-dead salmon rolling down stream along the bottom of the river nor could 
they possibly have spotted every dead salmon even on the surface of that wide 
and turbulent stretch. Who really knows yet how many fully mature salmon 
die every day at every single dam during a salmon run upstream? 

A prize example of our nonfisheries experts’ way of solving fishing problems 
at dams occurred last year at the Pacific Northwest Power Co’s Snake River 
dams where an estimated major portion of the upstream migrants died or were 
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weakened to the point of death before spawning. All this because of the 
inconsiderate licensing of these dams by the Federal Power Commission. 

Trash predatory fishes now eat great numbers of the fingerlings on their 
way down from the Salmon River. Seagulls and fish-eating birds now find 
easy feeding on fingerlings stunned by passing the great pressure changes 
through dams. Diseases of fish explode in the warm impoundments, so that 
even the Salmon river capacity is now badly shot by these present factors. 

So is every other remaining salmon habitat stream of the Columbia sys- 
tem. It is really a good question, Do we have left today even a good 10 
percent of the entire original undamaged salmon-producing capacity of the 
Columbia? 

And if we had managed the Columbia River developments so wisely that 
we might still retain this original total salmon-producing capacity per- 
centagewise merely on the old natural habitat and reproduction base, we 
should obviously then be able to harvest today at least 10 times the $17,400,000 
present annual harvest of Columbia River salmon for all sources and areas 
of fishery for an impressive income of $174 million a year. 

Now in all fairness to our undeniable additions and aids to the salmon 
resource, such as opening up totally new spawning streams by ladders and 
fishways over natural falls for hundreds of miles of new spawning habitat, 
new hatchery aids and techniques and new rearing techniques for care of 
fingerlings, we must recognize the fact that even this great income from 
an undamaged natural habitat base could be increased severalfold for a 
truly tremendous production of salmon for our domestic food use and re 
creation and for an immensely unique advantage in foreign trade. 

Our unique advantage in foreign trade comes from the fact that we own 
a major share of the world’s original salmon natural habitat and from the 
fact that among all of the world’s fine food fishes the salmon ranks among 
the highest, if it is not the highest. 

Here we must point out to you gentlemen, if you can still bear with us 
over our many serious considerations, that where nature gave us this unique 
advantage in this salmon resource, we would have obviously been far wiser 
to develop this natural advantage in the salmon resource to its practical 
utmost in preference to the temporary gains of hydropower or any other 
industrial development in which in a comparatively short time now any 
other foreign nation can outbid us simply by their lower labor and material 
costs. Modern technical know-how is fast equalizing over the entire world 
so that we will not have any particular advantage therefrom except insofar 
as we may have nature’s resources to boost our advantages. 

Even today, the hydropower projects can only point honestly to a thin 
margin of real economic new value they bring in, if they subtract all devel- 
opmental, engineering, and construction costs, all operational and mainte- 
nance costs, all destructions of existing fisheries, game, recreational, soil, 
timber, mineral, and such other values. Then, finally their real gain, if any, 
should be measured only in terms of the difference in cost of hydropower 
over coal, oil, wood fuel, atomic, and other forms of electric power. 

In our own minds, gentlemen, then just how much are we really gaining by 
our highly ballyhooed hydropower projects? Is it not time to pass legislation 
then at this late a stage to at least save our remaining salmon resource from 
being made a complete farce under the guise of conservation when in reality 
we allow the Federal Power Commission and other departments to go right on 
killing off the remnants of this extremely unique and valuable resource? 

We, therefore, recommend fast action on passing Senate bill 1420. 

With the foregoing bits of our thinking for your background, gentlemen, we 
also wish to heartily endorse Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 with these 
reservations, that these researches mentioned in the resolution to be continued 
indefinitely or until answers satisfactory to the fisheries authorities of the 
States and the Federal Government are arrived at. We simply cannot foresee 
any such short time research developing any more conclusive answers than we 
have today for one fact alone, that it takes us one complete 5-year cycle study 
to gain just one dot on any projected curve of trends of results in any cycle 
completed salmon study. 

Certainly, in order to plot anything of consequence, we should at least have 
four cycle-studies completed before we can begin to feel that our plotted curves 
can mean something. 
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Therefore, we feel that these researches are fine even at this 11th hour. We 
feel that the researches must be continuous beyond our foreseeable future and 
that reports should be made to every session of the Congress on the progress 
and findings of these researches. 

This is exactly the type of action so actively proposed already 15 years ago 
by that sincere and dynamic fisheries conservationist, the late Fred James 
Foster, when he strove to get a 20-year moratorium on dam building on the 
Columbia main stem. Fred Foster, too, knew that any salmon research involy- 


ing the cycle history was of not much value without at least four 5-year cycle 
projections on a curve. 


Therefore, we support the thought behind Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 
as being a step in the right direction but we feel these researches should be 
made indefinite or until obviously satisfactory solutions have been arrived at. 

To limit the time element here we feel absolutely certain we would do these 
things: first, establish a starting mark for a new dam-building push immedi- 
ately upon the termination of these researches and, second, we of the fisheries, 
again would be “left holding the empty bag” and having to answer for the 
further fisheries habitat losses as we have been forced to do in the past by 
those who still misunderstand the picture and are led to thinking that it is 
the commercial fishing alone that is killing off the salmon runs, 

And with that thought in your minds, gentlemen, we thank you for your 
patience in hearing us even to this length on problems that could be profitably 
discussed for days on end. 

Respectfully submitted. 
W. WM. PUUSTINEN, 
Chairman, Legislative and Conservation, Columbia River 
Fisherman's Protective Union. 
WM. WESTERHOLM, 
Executive Secretary, Columbia River Fishermen’s Protective Union. 
Senator Barrierr. Does that conclude your statement, Mr. Wes- 
terholm ? 

Mr. WesrerHoim. That concluded my statement, but I have 
exhibits 

Senator Bartierr. First let me say that your statement in full 
text, which you were good enough to summarize, will be placed in 
the record, and we will be glad to include these exhibits. 

Mr. WesrerHoim. I would like to exhibit, probably 1—A, it’s a 
oe salmon. This salmon went through the sanctuary years ago in 

une and after Bonneville Dam was built we ceased to see those in 
our nets. 

Senator Barrierr. Senator Neuberger ? 

Senator Neusercer. How much did that salmon weigh ? 

Mr. WestEerHoim. This fish weighed 83 pounds, and was caught 
in 1933, 

Senator Bartierr. For the benefit of the record let it be understood 

7 “ : . ; 
that Senator Neuberger is looking at a picture of this enormous fish. 

Mr. WesrerHoLM. Senator Bartlett, that does not compare with 
the nice big fish that you people have in Alaska. 

Senator Nreupercer. Do they have fish bigger than this on the 
Yukon or Kuskokwim ? 

Mr. Wesrernoim. I don’t know, but they had one of 129 pounds 
up there. 

Senator Barrierr. I haven’t heard of any. At least there have 
been larger ones caught in southeastern Alaska, but not every day 
in the year. 

Mr. WesrerHouim. This is another exhibit of the remaining fish that 
are using the spawning areas in the Columbia River and its tributaries. 
That is a salmon, steelhead, and blueback or sockeye salmon. 
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Senator Bartietr. Are you furnishing these pictures for the files? 

Mr. WestTerHOLM. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bartietr. We accept them gratefully. 

(Insert pictures on file with the committee.) 

Mr. WesterHoitm. There were things brought up this morning 
about the population increase here in the Northwest. We feel that 
the increase in population will need more food and by saving our 
salmon resources we need protein to feed our people just as other 
nations, as Japan, they receive 90 percent of their protein from the 
sea. Norway goes to sea for their fish. I believe that we should 
really save our salmon resources for proteins to feed our ever-growing 
population. 

salmon fingerlings that migrate to the ocean average about 20 fish 
to the pound and on their return 4 years hence they have grown to 
20 pounds apiece or a ratio of 400 to 1. Is there any other resource 
that would produce such a ratio without taxation to build it up? 

This boat exhibit is a replica of the Columbia River boats being 
used today and it is valued—not that one there but the regular 
boat—is valued at about $8,000 to $10,000. 

Senator Bartiterr. How long a boat would it be? 

Mr. WesterHoim. They usually average about 28 feet long, witha 
7- or 8-foot beam. 

Senator Barrierr. How many such boats would you estimate 
there are? 

Mr. Westeruoim. There are about 900 to 1,000 licenses sold each 
year so there would be that many boats. 

Senator Barrierr. What do you think under present-day circum- 
stances the average fisherman will gross in a year? 

Mr. Westernoim. That figure is pretty hard to make because on 
different parts of the river there are areas where people get more fish 
than the other people. Say for instance the lower river does not do 
as well as the middle river, and the middle river does not do as well 
as the upriver. 

Senator Barrretr. Well, take some fisherman on the lower river— 
you have talked with men who have told you how poorly or how well 
they did the previous year ? 

Mr. WesterHotm. Some of them go around $5,000 in income and 
some have greater and then some are lower. <A lot of fishermen do go 
out and get work during their off season. 

Senator Barrierr. Would you say that $5,000 would be an average? 

Mr. Westrruoim. That is pretty hard to say. I guess it would be. 

Senator Barrierr. Would this be from fishing alone, or from all 
sources ? 

Mr. Westeruoim. Fishing alone. 

Senator Barrierr. Senator Neuberger ? 

Senator Nevsercer. No questions, Mr. Bartlett. I am very pleased 
that Mr. Westerholm in his testimony did endorse S. 1420. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, Mr. Westerholm, and we are grate- 
ful to you also for summarizing your statement and allowing the 
full statement to go in the record. 

If any other witness to be heard cares to do likewise the committee 
will appreciate it, although if any one feels that they want to read 
their text in full, we will hear that, of course, glady. Our next witness 
is Howard E. Nelson, of Vancouver, Wash. 
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Mr. Netson. I am Howard E. Nelson, president, Pacific Northwest 
Conservation Council, 2313 Mill Plain Boulevard, Vancouver, Wash. 

Chairman Bartlett, Senator Neuberger, members, I would first like 
to express my great appreciation to the committee for deciding to 
schedule this hearing today and the one at Lewiston, Idaho, on three 
bills before the committee which could have a very beneficial and last- 
ing effect on the great salmon and steelhead runs of the Salmon, 
Snake, and Columbia Rivers. Your committee is commended for 
their action. 

Before commenting on specific bills, I would like to touch on the 

reat economic value and importance of the fishery in the area em- 
braced by the three bills before us. No doubt State and Federal 
agencies will have many more facts to present on this point. 

The recreational-angling value for Chinook salmon and steelhead 
trout for the Salmon River alone, is placed at $1 million annually. 
This value is the contribution to the communities of Idaho made in 
the form of expenditures for goods and services necessary to that 
recreational use by the anglers seeking these two species. This figure 
was made in a statement by the Idaho Fish and Game Commission 
regarding project. 2173 (Mountain Sheep-Pleasant Valley) in No- 
vember 1956, in Washington, D.C. This figure does not include the 
recreational value of this fishery which cannot be equated into dollars 
and cents. 

One million dollars is an annual figure and was made in 1956. Since 
then there has been a tremendous increase in the numbers of persons, 
both resident and nonresident, sports fishing in this area. It will 
be increased even more in the future due to the great population 
buildup and with more leisure time available. 

The annual value of the contribution of the Salmon River Chinook, 
blueback salmon and steelhead trout to the downstream sport and 
commercial fishery is estimated at $3,500,000. This figure is taken 
from a U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service statement at a hearing on 
project 2173, in 1956. This figure could now be increased as it, too, 
was made in 1956. Since then there has been an astonishing increase 
in the sports fishery in the Lower Columbia River especially at the 
mouth of the Columbia in the vicinity of Astoria, Oreg. 

It is estimated that about 3,000 Chinook salmon were taken in 1949 
in Idaho. In 1957 this figure jumped to 78,000. In 1957 there were 
about 39,000 steelhead taken. On the basis of 17 pounds average 
per salmon and 9 pounds to a steelhead, these figures would approxi- 
mate 1,677,000 pounds of fish taken in the Idaho area alone. 

Another point that must be taken into consideration with these 
bills is that there is left approximately 30 percent of the original 
spawning grounds in the Columbia Basin that were available to 
anadromous fish before white men came to the Northwest. The other 
70 percent has been taken out of fish production by dams and their 
tributaries. It appears to me that the remaining spawning grounds 
on this great river system must receive a higher degree of considera- 
tion than the 70 percent has received in the past or they, too, will be 
out of production. 

No more do we have a margin for error in our decisions in so-called 
water development projects. Expediency to an agency to build an 
irrigation or hydroelectric project, be it public or private makes no 
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difference, can no longer be tolerated. An administrative agency 
without direct responsibility to the people for what happens to a 
great fishery resource should not make final decisions in these matters. 
I feel that C ongress, through the enactment of these three bills, with 
modification, will be the answer to this great problem. 

We are dealing with a resource which affects not only the economics 
of the Northwest initially and directly but also the economics of 
California and Alaska. It also affects millions of people throughout 
the United States who need salmon and steelhead for certain days 
of the week. The price of this fish is high now, and it will be even 
higher should the supply be reduced and the demand increased. 

On specific bills, I would like to first comment on Senate Concur- 
rent Resolution 35. The bill in general is excellent. It calls for a 
definite research program on the problem of fish passage, both up- 
stream and downstream, over dams. It calls for research projects 
which will have the effect of increasing the total numbers of anadro- 
mous fish in the Snake, Salmon, Clearwater, and Columbia Rivers, 
It specifically states which agency will conduct research and in co- 
operation with the various States concerned. It stipulates that no 
construction of dams will be started in the limits of the Snake River 
from river mile 180 to 245, or in the Salmon River or the Imnah, so 
that a complete and uniterrupted study can be made of the many 
fishery problems. The bill calls for a final report to be made to the 
Congress on the findings and results of the investigation and study. 
All these points are indeed excellent and would eventu: lly result im 
an increased and protected fishery. 

There is only one point in the bill which would preclude the accom- 

lishment of all these fine and highly desirable points, and that is the 
ie for the final report to be made to Congress, June 30, 1964. 

Research and study into the fishery problems, which contains so 
many complex and unknown factors could not. possibly be concluded 
in such a short predetermined time. We have had research for 
many years on this problem. Fishery biologists have solved a few 
sroblems but the major one, downstream passage of small fish over 
high dams has not been solved. Upstream passage techniques should 
most certainly be improved. 

To cite an example of the time element needed to solve and evaluate 
an experiment of this kind, I would like to mention a research project 
at Lake Tapps, Near Sumner, Wash. Here electrical devices are 
being tried to guide small fish downstream over dams. Mr. Philip R. 
Nelson, Assistant Chief, Anadromous and Inland Fisheries Branch of 
the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries, says the devices show consider- 
able promise but because of the testing problems, he estimates it will 
be 10 to 15 years before, “we will have a pretty good idea which 
methods are most practical.” We must keep in mind that the life 
cycle of the salmon spans 4 to 5 years. To prove the merits of any 
device or recommendation they must first function for more than one 
life cycle. 

June 30, 1964, is approximately 4 years and 8 months from today. 
It will take time for Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 to be moved 
through the Congress. Additional time will be needed to obtain 
adequate appropriations to finance the complete program called for 
in the bill. It is quite obvious that by the time all the legislative 
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and financing processes are accomplished there would not be adequate 
remaining time to June 30, 1964, to properly carry out the program. 
Actually there is not time enough for one complete salmon life cycle. 
We must keep in mind that it will take 10 to 15 years to evaluate even 
one experiment which does show promise. Years of research have 
already gone into this project. 

I would like to suggest that Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 be 
approved by your committee with the following revisions. 

1. The terminal date of June 30, 1964, be revised to a time element 
of 20 years after the date of the initial adequate appropriation is 
made to carry out the program spelled out in the bill, or until the 
Secretary of the Interior submits his final report and it 1s accepted by 
the Congress, whichever is earlier. 

2. Include the Clearwater River in Idaho and the Grande Ronde 
and Imnaha Rivers. 

8. Change river mile 185 downstream to a mile that will include 
these rivers. 

Twenty years will sound like a long time to those who are anxious 
to get. hydroelectric dividends but if we are really sincere in wanting 
to protect our anadromous fishery resources we must face up to the 
fact that it will take time for needed research and study and it cannot 
be accomplished by June 30, 1964. 

When the problems are solved we will have both fish and electricity. 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 will accomplish this highly desired 
situation if given adequate time and needed appropriations for the 
program. 

S. 2586, commonly known as the Salmon River sanctuary bill, does 
not appear to be a true sanctuary bill as presently written. The bill 
allows dams to be constructed in the Salmon River so long as they are 
no more restrictive to fish than the dams downstream from the pro- 
posed dam. It appears that the bill invites dam construction on a 
river that produces approximately 60 percent of the salmon spawned 
in the Columbia River system. 

Fisheries biologists estimate that each so-called low dam takes a 
10-percent toll of the upstream migrating salmon that reaches that 
dam. Approximately 15 so-called low or 100-foot dams could be 
built in the Salmon River because of the geologic formation and fall 
of the river. 

On the basis of 10-percent loss of migrating fish that reach each 
low dam, it is quite obvious that very few salmon would reach the 
great spawning grounds of the Salmon River. The total downstream 
migrants reaching the mouth of the Columbia from this area would 
certainly be small after passing these 15 dams plus other dams on 
the Columbia and Snake Rivers. 

The dams would not only reduce the numbers of fish because of 
going through them or not being able to get past them but the forebay 
of the dam would flood out spawning grounds, further reducing the 
spawning potential of the area. 

In view of the extremely great importanct of the Salmon River as 
a spawning ground, I would suggest that S. 2586 be amended to pro- 
hibit construction of any and all dams in the Salmon River. It would 
then become a true sanctuary bill. 
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Congress and fish and game management agencies have created cer- 
tain sanctuaries for protection and preservation for almost every spe- 
cies of game we have. The merits of such action have been proven 
and accepted as a management tool. This would be the first time a 
salmon sanctuary would be established. In view of the critical status 
of the Salmon, such action certainly has merit and should be con- 
sidered by the Congress. 

S. 1420, without amendment, is an excellent and very desirable bill 
from a fisheries standpoint. The fishery resources are so valuable and 
necessary to the health and welfare of the people of the United States 
that they must be given utmost consideration when a Federal Power 
Commission license is issued for dam construction. The Department 
of the Interior, through the Fish and Wildlife Service, are the logical 
and well qualified agency to have the responsibility of evaluating 
_— for proposed fish passage facilities. The Corps of Engineers 

ave the responsibility for reviewing and approving plans for boat 
locks in these same dams to assure that navigation will not be inter- 
rupted or impeded. Fish should certainly be given the same protec- 
tion to assure their passage through dams. It seems logical to me that 
a fishery which is so valuable and provides so much high protein food 
to the Nation and also provides so much business and recreation, 
should be given all the protection necessary to assure that the fishery 
will not be killed off by dams which do not have properly designed 
and proven fish passage facilities. 

The opposition to the bill because it is felt that the Fish and Wild- 
life Service would give an automatic veto to all dams is certainly not 
justified. I am sure, and so is the opposition, that if the plans were 
proven, no one could truthfully say that the Fish and Wildlife Serv- 
ice would not accept them. If the plans are not proven and cannot be 
accepted, the Fish and Wildlife Service should not do so. This ar- 
gument against the bill seems to me to prove the fact that the opposi- 
tion knows that the problem is not solved. 

The bill provides for added proof of stand by the Department of 
the Interior by requiring their report of opposition to proposed 
plans be presented to the Congress for their determination of the 
facts. I believe this requirement of the bill offers good protection 
to all parties concerned. 

The amendment to S. 1420 is certainly not acceptable because it 
weakens the entire bill. The original bill states positively that no 
license will be issued if plans are not approved and that Congress 
will specifically act on the findings of the Secretary of the Interior. 
The amendment allows for permissive and passive action by the Fed- 
eral Power Commission ona by the Congress. I feel that Congress, 
who represents the people of the United States should take posi- 
tive action on a problem of such great importance as this. No more 
do we have a margin of error in dealing with the fisheries of the 
Northwest. 

The idea is generally accepted that S. 1420, or the original bill, 
S. 3185, is pointed directly at a specific extremely high dam which 
with present knowledge of fish passage over high dams, would for- 
ever block the Salmon River and others. This is not entirely the 
case any more than being pointed at any other harmful dam. Like 
the resolution passed by the Washington State Sportsmen’s Coun- 
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cil in December 1957 and submitted to Congress, it contained almost 
the same wording as S. 3185. This resolution was passed in the 
interest of protecting a resource which would be knocked out if 
some action were not taken to control improperly constructed dams. 
S. 1420 without the amendment will make an even better bill than 
was envisioned at that time because it leaves up to the Congress 
responsibility for making the final decisions. 

entlemen of the committee, I urge you to accept your full respon- 
sibility in this fishery problem and have laws enacted that will truly 
protect the fishery in every respect. 

I thank this committee for its time and allowing me to speak 
before it. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you, Mr. Nelson. 

Any questions, Senator Neuberger ? 

Senator Barrierr. No questions. Thank you Mr. Nelson. Our 
witness now is Mr. Smith, who will be followed by Mr. Billington and 
Mr. Price. 

Mr. Smiru. I am Hugh Smith, Pacific Power & Light Co., Port- 
land, Oreg. 

I understand that there are several gentlemen in the audience who 
spent the day here from Portland, and who do not expect on the 
committee’s present schedule to have an opportunity to be heard. 
This 

Senator Bartriert. I will interrupt if I may, to say that they will 
be heard if I have to stay here all night. That is what we are here 
for. 

Mr. Smirn. Very good. I now change my plans, excuse me while 
I get my statement. 

Senator Barrierr. I want to reassure everyone who cares to testify 
that we are to hear them and we intend to do just that. 

Mr. Smiru. My name is Hugh Smith. I am a member of the law 
firm of Smith, Guay, Hill & Rodgers, general counsel for Pacific 
Power & Light Co., a public utility with headquarters in Portland 
and serving 287,000 electric customers. Pacific’s customers repre- 
sent a population of more than 1 million persons. 

The Pacific Co. was organized in 1910, and one of its first operating 
areas was here in Astoria, where a predecessor company installed a 
dynamo in a sawmill shed on the waterfront in 1888 and began supply- 
ing electricity for a series of old-fashioned are lamps. Pacific has 
been in the Northwest a long time, and is familiar with its history and 
development needs. 

The several bills before this committee concern, in one way or an- 
other, the development of the natural resources of the Columbia 
Basin. All three of them reflect a feeling on the part of conservation- 
ists and commercial fishermen that the anadromous fishery resource 
has not been given proper consideration in plans for the development 
of the basin’s resources. Specifically these bills relate to the Middle 
Snake River and the alternatives that are available for development of 
the hydroelectric power and flood-control storage potential of that 
river, and would affect the choice that will be made between these 
alternatives. The Middle Snake River sites are among the best re- 
maining undeveloped in the region, and it seems clear that someone 
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will build a dam in that area, whether it be Pacific Northwest Power, 
who has applied for a license, or whether it be someone else. 

The conservation agencies, the commercial fisheries, and the sports- 
men, I am sure, would prefer that no dams be built at all and that 
our rivers be left free in their virgin state for the untrammeled use 
by fish. Nonetheless dams have been built, and it seems clear that the 
region will continue to grow and that natural economic pressures are 
bound to result in the further construction of dams to the limit of 
the economically feasible hydro potential of our river system. We 
insist in the West upon the principle of multipurpose development— 
that is, a development that serves, as best as can be, the many different 
uses of the water resource. 

The fishery research program endorsed by Senate Concurrent Reso- 
lution No. 35 is needed to help solve the problems of preserving and 
maintaining salmon runs at already existing developments in the 
Columbia River system. There are many interested and responsible 
groups now working on this problem. Their efforts and the efforts of 
the Federal Government should be intensified. ‘This is a most im- 
portant area of activity, which deserves major support and attention. 
Meanwhile, in the planning of new river projects that are needed by 
the region, we must give ‘full consideration to the fishery resource 
that may be affected, ‘and the manner in which this resource can be 
conserved, 

The Pacific Co. is fully aware of the importance of this resource. 
We have on our researc h staff an experienced and highly competent 
fish biologist, who is working continuously with State and Federal 
fishery agencies on fish conservation programs. On the Lewis River, 
for example, we currently are engaged in an advanced effort, in co- 
operation with the Washington State Department of Fisheries to 
expand the salmon production of that stream through the utilization 
of a large reservoir as a rearing basin. We have “built a new fish 
hatchery on the river to supplement existing facilities and are hope- 
ful that as a result of this research program the present runs of salmon 
in the Lewis River may be significantly increased. This program in- 
volves the expenditure of several hundred thousands of dollars on our 
part. 

We have also been studying the fisheries on the south fork of the 
Coquille River in southwest Oregon—one of the coastal streams that 
has been referred to earlier in the hearing today—where we are in- 
vestigating a hydroelectric site that lies above the migratory routes 
of anadromous fish. Our efforts i in cooperation with the Oregon Fish 
Commission and Game Commission are to determine ways in which 
this project might be so planned as actually to improve the natural 
conditions on the stream below the dam site, as a result of stabilizing 
flows and lowering the minimum flow water temperatures of the river 
in the section of the stream that is traversed by the migratory fish. 
As a member company of Pacific Northwest Power Co., we have con- 
tributed to part of the cost of an experimental artificial spawning 
channel built by the Corps of Engineers at McNary Dam on the 
Columbia. Recently, again through Pacific Northwest Power Co., we 
have offered to bear part of the cost of a continuing research program 
at the University of Washington in fish diseases. 
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Pacific Northwest Power Co., of which Pacific is one of four or- 
ganizing companies, approached the middle Snake River with the 
same considerations for the fishery resource in mind. Somebody, it 
is clear, will build a dam on the middle Snake River. That dam 
might be a dam called Nez Perce, which certain groups urge be con- 
structed. Nez Perce, however, would be a 700 foot structure blocking 
the fish runs of the Salmon River, the most important fish spawning 
stream in the whole Columbia River system. We have carefully and 
thoroughly examined all of the alternatives in the middle Snake River, 
and we have concluded that the project that best meets the test of 
comprehensive development is not Nez Perce. The best project is high 
Mountain Sheep. With it we can have maximum power and flood 
control with the best consideration for the preservation of the fishery 
resource. High Mountain Sheep Dam is located above the mouth 
of the Salmon River and leaves that major virgin spawning stream 
free. If high Mountain Sheep is built, it would eliminate a serious 
threat to the preservation of the anadromous fish, and obvious ad- 

vantage to the fishery and conservation interests. In addition to this 
we have found, as the result of the opportunity we have had to de- 
velop and engineer fish facilities well in advance of construction, that 
we can provide facilities that will assure the maintenance of the 
fishery run in the Imnaha River, a spawning tributary of the Snake 
River lying upstream of high Mountain Sheep site. Mr. Milo Bell, 
who has been retained as a consultant in fish facility design by Pacific 
Northwest Power Co., will describe these facilities in more detail for 
the committee. Final decisions have not been made on fish facilities 
at the dams on the Snake River which are just upstream from the 
high Mountain Sheep site, but it appears that whatever facilities 
are used for the upstream development will be as effective for the 
same purpose at high Mountain Sheep site. 

The bills now before this committee would not in their present form 
seem to us to be in accordance with either sound comprehensive de- 
velopment, or even in accordance with the best preservation and pro- 
tection of fishery resources. While the research program endorsed 
by Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 is sound and deserves the support 
of the entire area, the moratorium provision of section 3 of that resolu- 
tion is not sound. It is a negative approach. It postpones decision 
without reason to expect the situation to change. It delays develop- 
ment when development is needed. It continues the threat of the con- 
struction of Nez Perce. The resolution, while seeking to prevent 
further consideration by the Federal Power Commission, would not 
impede congressional authorization of Nez Perce. Pacific Northwest 
Power has already carried out the research and design required for 
fish facilities at high Mountain Sheep, and no useful purpose would 
be served by a delay. The resolution, by speaking of congressional 
authorization, is an attempt to foreclose investment of private capital 
in the dev elopment of the middle Snake. The moratorium does not 
squarely face the problems of planning development the area needs 
with adjustment to the problems of preservation of fisheries. 

S. 2586 has the merit of recognizing the unique value of the Salmon 
River, while permitting sound development to go forward elsewhere. 
Pacific Northwest Power Co. has stated on repeated occasions that 
it regards the Salmon River as a stream that should be maintained 
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as a sanctuary until fish passage problems have been thoroughly 
tested and proven elsewhere. ‘The bill suffers from the singular defect, 
however, of permitting construction of lower structures, which them- 
selves can be expected to be harmful to fish, and also of failing to 
prohibit the construction of Nez Perce on the Snake River proper. 

S. 1420 we believe to be an unsound administrative proposal, 
Placing the final decision on development in the hands of a repre- 
sentative of only one resource is unfair to him and likely to be un- 
workable in practice. The State of Oregon abandoned this type of 
approach some years ago in establishing its State water resources 
board. Sound comprehensive multipurpose development is not likely 
to be advanced by giving any one purpose domination over the others. 
While the amendment avoids this objection, it suggests an unprece- 
dented procedure, introducing opportunities for politic: al pressures 
in resource development decisions, and returning to Congress the re- 
sponsibility for specific project decisions that Congress pl iced in an 
administrative agency under the Federal Power Act. The use of wa- 
ters for the propagation of anadromous fish is a beneficial use that 
must be included in any plan for comprehensive development, but 
the approaches proposed in this bill and its amendment do not appear 
to be sound means of meeting the problem. 

May I close by expressing the hope that the hearings being held by 
this committee will inform Congress of the needs and necessities of 
the fishery research program endorsed in Senate Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 35, and that Congress will move promptly to see that this very 
important activity shi ll have the nec essary funds. Developments al- 
ready underway and the problems already presented by existing de- 
velopments and developments under construction make this an ur reent 
program, equally urgent to the sound necessity of keeping open the 
spawning area of the Salmon River whic th, fortunately, can be accom- 
plished without foreclosing the utilization of the great power and 
flood control potential of the middle Snake River. 

Mr. SmirH. Thank you very much for this opportunity, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, Mr. Smith. 

Do you have any questions, Senator Neuberger. 

Senator Neupercer. Just a very brief comment, Mr. Chairman. 

Naturally I am disappointed that Mr. Smith regards as unwise my 
proposed bill S. 1420. However I do want to state for the record that 
I agree with Mr. Smith that Resolution 35 should block congressional 
authorization of projects in the middle Snake, as well as licensing by 
the FPC. I think he is right and consistent in that. I said that. pub- 
licly earlier, that I felt that as long as this resolution was going to be 
adopted, which would prevent FPC licensing projects in the middle 
Snake by either local government or private utilities, that the same 
resolution should state as a matter of policy that Congress should not 
authorize Federal projects in that same area of the Snake River. So 
I do agree with him on this particuler point that he has made. As I 
say, I donot concur in his criticism of S. 1420. 

That is all Ihave to say, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Smith, I felt sure that the time would 
come when an opposite side would be presented. You have pre- 
sented it and you have made a clear statement of your position. 
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I do want to comment upon the suggestion made in the closing para- 
graph of your statement by saying that those of us who realize the 
urgency of the need for an expanded and accelerated research pro- 
gram, also know the great difficulty experienced in securing funds for 
such an activity when the administration itself will not ask for them. 
Congress is not generally willing to lift the budget ceilings as you 
know, and the comparatively few of us from this part of the country 
are not always as successful as we would like to be in securing favora- 
ble action upon such a project. So I think that all of use, and by all 
of us I mean everyone in this room and elsewhere in this part of the 
country interested i in this subject, must first do our best to see to it 
that the money is requested of the Congress. 

Mr. Smrrxu. Mr. Chairman, I would comment on two things. One 
of them is that the contribution of the fishery research program that 
I mentioned in my statement was made necessary in part by failure 
of funds in the current fiscal year. We hope these funds will be 
restored in the coming fiscal year. 

So far as my company is concerned we will do whatever we can 
wherever we have influence to support the point of view that I have 
expressed to you today. 

Senator Bartiterr. Thank you. 

For my information, what other companies are joined with yours 
to make up Pacific Northwest Power 

Mr. Smrrx. There are four companies, sir, Pacific Power & Light 
Co., Portland General Electric Co.—both companies with headquarters 
in Portland—Washington Water Power Co. with headquarters at 
Spokane, Wash., and Montana Power Co. with headquarters at Butte 
Mont. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Bell is now to testify. 

Mr. Berti. Senator Bartlett, Senator Neuberger, my name is Milo 
Bell. I reside in Mukilteo, Wash., Box i , am appearing today on 
behalf of the Pacific Northwest Power , Portland, Oreg. T am 
a consulting engineer and I have been assoe sciated with the dey elop- 
ment of the major fish passage facilities and screening programs in 
the Northwest area such as Rock Island, Bonneville, Lewis River, 
Grand Coulee, Baker, Clearwater, Hell’s Gate, Bridge River Rapids, 
MeNary, The Dalles, Ice Harbor, and Granite Falls. 

I have been retained by the Pacific Northwest Power Co. to consult 
on a design suitable for the collection and passage of Imnaha salmon 
and steelhead runs associated with the high Mount: un Sheep project. 
This is a hydroelectric project located in the Snake River eight- tenths 
mile above the confluence of the Salmon River and about 2 miles below 
the mouth of the Imnaha. These locations are shown on the map 
attached to this statement—the first map. We have developed the 
principles of the design and have made functional designs for the 
oat teeta facilities. Since the salmon and steelhead runs of the 

mnaha River would be affected by the provisions of Senate Con- 
current Resolution 35, the company has requested me to report to this 
committee on the conclusions that we have reached with regard to 
the feasibility of maintaining that resource. 

The flow of the Imnaha River varies from a recorded low of 16 
cubic feet per second to a recorded high of 5,700 cubic feet per second, 
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the average flow having a magnitude of 2,000 cubic feet per second and 
the average low flow between 100 and 125 cubic feet per second. Only 
the lower 8 miles of this river would be flooded by the pool up to 
elevations of 1,510 feet. 

In evolving criteria for facilities suitable for a stream of these 
characteristics and the characteristics of the races of the salmon 
present, existing prototypes were considered and evaluated according 
to the size and value of the fish runs present. The flows of the stream 
have been considered, along with the suitability of the structures. 
While no existing facilities exactly fulfill the requirements for the 
Imnaha fish runs at the high Mountain Sheep project, it has been 
possible to assemble a series of criteria to be applied which would 
satisfy the specific needs of this project. I defer here momentarily 
from the prepared text, and that criteria is attached on sheets A, B, C, 
D, and KE, which I do not propose to read, but to leave with the 
committee for reference. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Beux. It should be understood from what has been said that 
the Imnaha facilities which were developed are not readily adaptable 
to other situations. The criteria thus developed is attached to this 
statement; also attached are reproductions of the drawings which 
show the details of the facilities which have been developed under 
these criteria. The facilities are designed so that the Imnaha mi- 
grants will not enter the reservoir. In this way the speculative 
uncertainty of migrant behavior under reservoir conditions has been 
avoided. The principal features of the facilities are, first, the Im- 
naha bypass canal, which might be regarded as a new riverbed by- 
passing the dam; second, the fish diversion dam and screening facili- 
ties at the head of the reservoir on the Imnaha to divert downstream 
migrants into the canal; and, third, the several entrances and sepa- 
ration systems below the dam to provide separation between the 
upstream migrants destined for the Imnaha or the Snake, with asso- 
ciated fishways and tramway systems for transportation above the 

am. 

Appropriate facilities will be provided for temporary fish passage. 

Because of the size of the runs in the Imnaha, it has been possible 
to consider fishways or hauling by tank method and to provide both, 
if needed, for this particular project. The riverflows are within 
the limits of our present knowledge of screening practices for the 
diverting of the downstream migrants into the canal. 

It is also fortunate that the species involved are those on which 
there is an experienced record at fish facilities. 

The canal will be 16 miles long, with an average velocity of 2 
feet per second for the fish passage. There will be provided at inter- 
vals widened areas for the creation of slack water pools or resting 
areas. The preliminary examination of the temperature which will 
be expected in this canal indicates no material increase in water 
temperatures and at the extreme high air temperature period there 
may be a slight cooling effect over the natural river reach. The fish- 
way, having a rise of 583 feet and a length of 6,000 feet, is consider- 
ably higher and longer than any existing fishway system, and for 
this reason, it is deemed prudent to provide for the possibility of 
dual facilities for the adults, there being no prototype fishways in 
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which to gain an experience record for this height of climb. 
Mechanical transportation is not inhibited by elevation differences or 
distances. 

It is clear that we have designed facilities to accommodate a com- 
paratively small fish run of approximately 16,000 adults in a stream 
whose peak flow does not exceed 5,700 second feet, and where the 
reservoir backs up only 8 miles in the stream. ‘These characteristics 
of the Imnaha River have permitted the adaptation of facilities and 
the development of criteria whose ability to pass fish satisfactorily 
is known. Many of these criteria would be inapplicable under con- 
ditions different than those special conditions present on the Imnaha. 
Thus, it is doubtful if screening of substantially larger flows of 
water would be practical. Further, if this run were, for instance, 
of a magnitude of 180,000 fish, the approximate size of the Salmon 
River population, instead of 16,000 fish in the Imnaha, we would 
expect as many fish to present themselves for passage in a 4-hour 
period as will present themselves during the entire year in the Im- 
naha. The facilities that have been designed for the Imnaha would 
be completely inappropriate for such a situation. 

My conclusion that the facilities proposed for the Imnaha runs 
will function is, therefore, due to the special project conditions: The 
size of the runs and species of fish involved, the flow dimensions of 
the river, the ability to provide dual facilities, if needed, for adult 
fish, the ability to provide criteria for the design of the elements of 
the system and the bypassing of the high Mountain Sheep pool. It 
is not a general solution or panacea but a specific one under the 

articular conditions existing at the project. 

(The attachments follow :) 


FIsH FACILITIES 


The fish passage and handling facilities at the high Mountain Sheep project 
incorporate three principal features. (See location map.) 

1. Downstream migrant screening: Facilities are provided for screening the 
maximum flow of record (5,700 cubic feet per second) of the Imnaha River, 
so as to safely exclude downstream migrants from the reservoir. The handling 
of the downstream migrants resulting from the Snake River run must be asso- 
ciated with the facilities now in operation or to be constructed at the Brownlee, 
Oxbow, and Hells Canyon Dams of the Idaho Power Co. The design of these 
facilities necessarily must await the results of the program to be agreed upon 
by the fisheries agencies and the Idaho Power Co., as may be appproved by 
the Federal Power Commission. 

2. Imnaha bypass canal: The canal, with capacity of 100 cubic feet per sec- 
ond will provide transportation, simulating natural conditions and avoiding 
handling, to both upstream and downstream Imnaha migrants. 

38. Adult separation: The pure Imnaha water supplied by the canal will be 
fed to a separate ladder entrance on the Snake River below the powerhouse, 
simulating a new “mouth” of the Imnaha River. Adult Imnaha fish which 
choose the main entrance above the powerhouse will again be offered pure 
Imnaha water leading from the eanal. 

Details and criteria follow: 

It is proposed in all cases to use facilities equivalent to the basic design of 
existing fishways, fishtraps, fish lifts, entrance criteria and fish screens, as have 
been used elsewhere and approved by the various fishery agencies which have 
interests in the Snake River fisheries. It is intended to follow such existing 
criteria and to make modifications for improvement in order to obtain the 
most efficient device or devices possible under the flow regime and physical 
conditions present in the Snake and Imnaha Rivers within the project area. 
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In order to give the agencies full opportunity to assess and review the pro- 
posal, specific approaches to the various structural items will be made; how- 
ever, alternate ideas will be presented which should be considered in the light 
of efficiency, cost, and adaptability under specific conditions. It is expected 
upon review of these facilities by the agencies that due weight will be given, 
not only to the efficiency of the devices, but to their first operational costs and 
future flexibility. A review of the current literature indicates that the follow- 
ing design criteria has been followed in existing fishways, fishtraps, fish lifts, 
entrance criteria and fish screens, and may be applied to the fish facilities 
associated with the high Mountain Sheep project. Model studies will be made 
as required for the proper positioning and operation of the proposed features, 


BASIC CRITERIA IN USE AS APPLIED TO HIGH MOUNTAIN SHEEP 


Adult entrances: At the point of Two entrances, one on either bank, 
farthest upstream travel at the major upstream from powerhouse. 
attraction flows. A special Imnaha entrance down- 

stream from the powerhouse discharge. 

The entrance to the Imnaha River 
fishway adjacent to the spill from the 
Imnaha diversion dam or a special fish 
barrier dam. 


Entrance velocities: Variable, from Major entrances to be supplied with 
4 to 8 feet per second. 8-foot wide movable gates which fol- 


low tail water variation. Ata depth of 
6 feet over the weirs, 192 second-feet 
will be supplied to give 4 feet per 
second. 

At the Imnaha an &-foot-wide mov- 
able gate will be supplied with a uni- 
form discharge of 100 cubic feet per 
second of water. 

In the Imnaha River fishway, no 
special entrances will be provided and 
the ladder flow will be discharged over 
the weir. 

Transportation flows: two feet per Transportation channel connecting 
second in transportation channels. the major entrances to the fishway sys- 

tem will be supplied by water from 
diffusion chambers to allow for 2 feet- 
per-second velocities in these channels 
between low and normal flood tail 
water. 

In the special Imnaha entrance the 
velocities will be maintained by adjust- 
able weirs in the drowned-vut portivu 
of the channel. 

Auxiliary water: Supplied generally Water for auxiliary supply or trans- 
from floor level diffusers with a vertical portation flows will be supplied from 
velocity of % foot per second over the a low pressure system free of air in- 
gross area. troduction by the use of pumps. 

Diffusion areas will be located in the 
floor or walls giving a velocity not to 
exceed 44 foot per second opposite the 
diffusion area. A 1-inch maximum 
spacement will be maintained in the 
diffusion gratings. 

Water supplies: Water supplies for the main entrance 
will be a mixture of Snake and Imnaha 
water which may be varied by the 
amount of available Imnaha River 


water. 
The special Imnaha River entrance 
will be supplied by Imnaha water only. 
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Fisw Faciiitres—Continued 


BASIC CRITERIA IN USE 


Width of transportation channels in 
fishway systems: Variable under proj- 
ect conditions. 

Fish ladder capacity : Adequate mov- 
ing and resting areas in individual 
pools. 

Salmonoid distribution: 
for maximum number of fish. 


Provision 


Fishway gradient: Based upon the 
elevation difference between pools, not 
to exceed 1 foot. 

Fishway widths: Variable at proj- 
ects. 


Fishway pool lengths: Variable at 
projects. 

Fishway depths: 6 feet of weir height 
at all major fishway structures. 

Fishway discharge: Variable at proj- 
ects, usually not exceeding 1% times 
the cross sectional area of the pool. 

Orifices: Variable between projects, 
depending upon the pool size. 

Holding pools: Variable at projects. 


Mechanical handling or trapping fa- 
cilities: One pound of fish per gallon 
of water, when water is supplied by re- 
circulation or reaeration. 

Fish screens: Where wire barriers are 
used, they are usually of the self-clean- 
ing type with a maximum velocity of 
approach of approximately 1% feet per 
second. 


AS APPLIED TO HIGH MOUNTAIN SHEEP 


Equal in width to the 8-foot-wide 
fishways; minimum of 6 feet at low 
tail water. 

Four cubic feet of water per fish for 
resting and 4 cubic feet for moving 
will be provided in each pool. 

Based upon 20 percent of the max- 
imum day of record for a maximum 
hour, distributed in the first 30 pools 
of the fishway. 

At all fishways the drop will be 1 
foot between water surfaces. 


Fishways associated with high 
Mountain Sheep Dam, 8 feet wide. 

Fishways in the Imnaha River, 6 
feet wide. 

All fishway pools will be 10 feet long. 


Approximately 7/10 times the cross 
sectional area of the pool. 


One orifice, 18 inches square, will be 
supplied in all fishway baffles. 

Thirty cubic feet will be provided for 
each fish for holding or resting areas 
for the maximum number of expected 
tish at any given time period. 

Holding areas adjacent to hauling or 
handling facilities to provide a capacity 
equal to the maximum hour of the runs 
of record. 

Tank capacities will be based on 1 
pound of fish per gallon of water, all 
tanks to be supplied with recirculation 
or reaeration systems. 

Articulated vertical moving screens 
will be provided to discharge the maxi- 
mum flood of record (5,700 eubic feet 
per second) at 144 feet per second veloc- 
ity of approach through the screen 
sections. 


Certain of the features which are to be provided in the fish facilities are 
not sufficiently described in the current literature that a standard may be set. 
Under these conditions the design embraces the most acceptable of such facili- 


ties or features in current use. 


handling of the fish it is proposed: 


Sufficient space room exists to permit modifi- 
cations as may be dictated by the review of the agencies. 


In hauling and 


1. That the fish will not be removed from the water. 

2. That in changing the flows to permit the operation of multiple trapping 
or hauling facilities there will be no perceptible alteration in the attraction 
and transportation flows into the holding areas. 

3. Human odors and other contaminants will be excluded from the hydraulic 
systems by drains leading away from the fish handling facilities. 

4. Tramway systems will be capable of both automatic and manual opera- 
tion to permit flexible operations for the adjustment for capacity resulting in 


& maximum delay of one hour in a holding or trapping area. 


Tramway speeds 


will be as rapid as is structurally practical in such a hauling system. 

5. The bypass in the Imnaha screens will embrace the lead principle by 
maintaining a velocity not to exceed 3 feet per second in the forebay ahead 
of the screens whose setting will maintain the desired forebay velocity to the 


approach of the Imnaha Channel. 


Horizontal control will be provided at 
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that point to maintain this velocity to a point below the screens or at the be- 
ginning of the actual Imnaha River channel where 2 feet per second will prevail. 
Auxiliary power will be supplied to insure the continuity of operation. In the 
event of a power line failure the forebay will be regulated by means of control 
gates to a 0.1 foot tolerance. To prevent the loss of downstream migrants 
into the fishway to be provided at the dam, the hollow weir or jet weir principle 
will be applied so that the ascending fish will drop into the forebay pool which 
will exclude the downstream movement of the fingerlings. 

Functional plans: The above design Criteria applied to the Imnaha River 
fish handling facilities has been translated in the functional plans numbered 
G164256-7 and 8 which are here attached. 

(The attached maps follow :) 
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Senator Bartietr. Thank you, Mr. Bell. The additional material 
which you submitted will be included in the record following the state- 
ment that you have just given. 

Have you any questions, Senator Neuberger ! 

Senator Neusercer. I want to ask one thing. 

Has this been done by canal at any other place which is comparable? 

Mr. Bett. No, sir. 

Senator Neusercer. Thank you. 

In other words, it is an untried experiment to see if it will work; 
is that correct ? 

Mr. Betz. That part of the proposal is, I would say, if you will 
just permit me to—it is associated in two ways. As an engineering 
feature the canal is not untried. “here has been no canal of that 
magnitude in which fish have swum upstream of their own volition. 

Senator Neusercer. The reason I ask this question, Mr. Bell, is 
because I wondered why this was not attempted when Grand Coulee 
was built. Again, as I say, I am a novice on this, both engineering- 
wise and biologicallywise, I might say. But I wondered, if this were 
practical at your proposed high Mountain Sheep Dam, why a canal 
could not also have been constructed at Grand Coulee to rescue those 
runs that went all the way up into Canada to Kootenai Lake and 
Arrow Lake and Revelstoke, and so on? 

Mr. Betxu. Senator, that becomes a rather complicated question. 
I will try to simplify it as best I can. The Imnaha is a small river, a 
tributary coming in at a distance in which a canal 17 miles would ex- 
tend to above the high Mountain Sheep pool. At Grand Coulee the 
existing spawning grounds were in the Arrow Lake system, into 
Canada in the Slokan and tributaries many miles above the pool of 
Grand Coulee. To inaugurate the same type of facility at Grand 
Coulee would require a canal through the full distance of the Roose- 
velt Lake reservoir area and would require the screening of the com- 
plete flood flow of the Columbia River in the magnitude of something 
in the neighborhood of 400,000 cubic feet of water per second. 

Senator Nreupercer. In other words, the canal at Grand Coulee, if it 
were to be comparable to this, would have had to be for the entire 
length of the pool, which would be about 150 miles, to the Canadian 
border ; is that correct? 

Mr. Betu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Neupercer. I see now the difference, but I trust you will 
pardon the question because that is what immediately occurred to me. 

Mr. Bex. I agree, Senator, and that is the reason I was quite care- 
ful here to state that it is my belief that this is a unique and involved 
situation and it probably cannot be duplicated in any place I know. 

Senator Neusercer. Has this proposal been evaluated any people 
in the Fish and Wildlife Service or the Oregon State Fish and Game 
Commission ? 

Mr. Betx. No, sir. It has been only informally submitted to them 
at this time and we have no evaluation or reaction to their view. 

Senator Neusercer. I would suggest, Mr. Chairman, if I may be 
free to do so, that if there should be any opinions expressed by the 
Fish and Wildlife Service or the Oregon State Game Commission or 
Fish Commission on this proposal, that it might. be pertinent to the 
hearing record if they were available before the record is closed. 
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Senator Barrierr. Since Mr. Huse does all the hard work here 
I will ask him to keep in touch with this situation and incorporate any 
such statement from these bodies in the record. 

Nore.—The Fish and Wildlife Service, January 6, 1960, state that they have 
not as yet expressed an opinion on the high Mountain Sheep proposal. 

Senator Nevusercer. That is all I have. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Bell, you have stated that this is a unique 
situation and circumstance. Would you also say that it is especially 
favorable? 

Mr. Bex. Yes; for the specific reasons mentioned in my report: 
the nature of its runs, the magnitude of the Imnaha and the dimen- 
sions of the flow, the numbers of fish present. Any extension of those 
at this time I feel would take it out of the unique class. 

Senator Bartierr. Is this going to be an expensive installation? 

Mr. Bett. I can give you a definite figure on that, sir, if you want 
it—$15 million. 

Senator Barrierr. $15 million. 

Mr. Betu. The entire facilities. Those I have mentioned here 
would be a part of that $15 million but the major share of it. 

Senator Barriterr. How high is high Mountain Sheep Dam pro- 
posed to be ? 

Mr. Bet. As far as fish runs are concerned, sir, it is 583 feet. I be- 
lieve 585 is the one given, but the peculiar situation exists at the levels 
that we are working to on our facilities there are—give this differ- 
n-—— 

Senator Barriterr. How do you feel that other facilities are per- 
forming at other dams? 

Mr. Bewu. Senator, there is no complete evaluation of any full 
facilities systems in the Columbia River or elsewhere. 

Senator Bartterr. Thank you, sir. No further questions? 

Senator Neusercer. No, sir. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Billington. 

Mr. BrurneTon. Mr. Chairman, Senator Neuberger, my name is 
Ken Billington. I am executive secretary of the Washington Public 
Utility Districts Association, Seattle, Wash. 

I represent the Washington Public Utility District, who provide 
utility service to in excess of 230,000 electric customers throughout the 
State of Washington. 

My statement is eight pages and in deference to the time I wish to 
submit it for inclusion in the record, and with your permission to 
comment on specific points. 

Senator Bartierr. We will be glad to accept it for the record, Mr. 
Billington, and further will be glad to hear you make any comments 
that you desire to present. 

Mr. Bitiineton. In preparing this statement, we have tried to 
emphasize that the particular stretch of river involved in the Senate 
concurrent resolution is unique inasmuch as it has a definite multi- 
purpose position, 

First, it involves one of the few remaining power projects which 
could contribute to us in the Pacific Northwest what is truly low-cost 
power. 

Second, this particular stretch of the river would involve flood 
control, which is very important to the downstream areas. 
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Third, of course, which has been illustrated very ably here today, 
it involves the very important spawning grounds for a large segment 
of the fisheries. 

Now, we feel at the present time that power development and 
preliminary flood control needs can be met by working in other 
directions 1f we act now. But we have emphasized in our statement 
that this should not be misconstrued to mean that we are not in need 
of more power in the Pacific Northwest. We have illustrated this 
by citing specific power projects which we think should be gotten 
underway and prosecuted at the earliest possible time. 

We also state that if there is no moratorium and time for study, 
that we feel quite positive that the Nez Perce project is the alternate 
or the maximum from a power standpoint. 

We state in our position that the idea of a fish sanctuary is not 
the necessary answer, because time and need will change the value of 
a multipurpose resource so that one resource set aside today in com- 
promise will tomorrow override the value of the other resource by 
sheer public requirement. We also pointed out in this statement that 
those who promote the high Mountain Sheep project do so with a 
knowledge that it will require the building of the companion lower 
canyon project directly on the Salmon River, if we are to obtain the 
full power development or flood control needs in that. area. 

We say that lower Canyon Dam will affect the Salmon River as 
adversely as Nez Perce Dam. 

Our public power position as we accept Senate Concurrent Reso- 
lution 35, is that construction of any high dam in this particular 
area should be delayed, and that a crash program on fisheries research 
should be started as soon as possible to seek an answer to the problems 
of fish passage around high-head dam projects and other related 
problems. 

One of the criticisms by opponents of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
35 is that the measure is not effective law and binding on the Federal 
Power Commission but merely expresses the sentiment of Congress. 
We do not know if this is so, but certainly state that we would favor 
any change in the law to make it effective and binding both as regards 
the Federal Power Commission and certainly if it was the intent of 
Congress you could not anticipate congressional authorization in 
that stretch of the river. 

We have two possible amendments. The first was the amendment 
recommended by the Federal Power Commission for the deletion of 
the transmission facilities in the concurrent resolution. We feel that 
they should be removed from the prohibitions. 

The second proposed amendment which we have has already been 
presented to the committee and we merely will endorse it from the 
standpoint of removing this limit—this so-called limit date—and ask 
that it be placed in a position whereby the Secretary of the Interior 
must make annual reports and then also his recommendation as to 
when the resolution should be terminated. 

We have further illustrated in our statement the very many re- 
search programs that are underway today and cite their necessary 
accomplishment in this matter. But what is needed now is an acceler- 
ated program on the fish research work and a moratorium on dams in 
the specific river area. 
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The balance of our statement pertains to Senate bill 1420, and in 
that regard we oppose the legislation on the basis that it would 
subordinate the other multiple purpose of river development to a 
single purpose. 

We also are in opposition to S. 2586, because we think it is a negative 
bill and as we read it the bill would prohibit any dam which would 
flood established spawning grounds or which would be more restric- 
tive than presently existing dams, but frankly we feel that it could 
be interpreted as prohibiting any further dams on the river stretch 
covered by the bill and yet conversely if it didn’t mean this it might 
invite construction of dams directly on the Salmon River. 

In summary, as in the statement, we urge approval of Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35, including the two amendments which we 
propose, and we ask that any necessary change be made in the form of 
the resolution to provide a positive effect on any action by the Federal 
Power Commission. 

We oppose S. 1420 on the basis that it places a single use of the 
water resource paramount to all other purposes and finally we oppose 
S. 2586 as being restrictive and not in the best interests of compre- 
hensive river development. 

Thank you, sir. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you, Mr. Billington. I have no questions. 

Senator Neuberger ? 

Senator Nreupercer. No, I have no questions—well I do, if I may 
reverse myself and just ask Mr. Billington for one comment. 

We in the Pacific Northwest are trapped here in this very grave 
dilemma. We have this situation where you who are public power 
leaders and public power groups want power development in certain 
areas on these rivers. We have had the private utilities testify 
represented by Mr. Smith and others. They want development at 
other places. We have had people like Mr. Nelson and Mr. Cellars 
and a great many others, like Mr. Johansen and Mr. Westerholm. 
Those people fear that we have gone too far already in development 
and in threat to the fisheries resource. 

Do you believe that there is any real pat workable solution for this 
very grave dilemma of how we can go on from here, save our fisheries 
resource and have power development in the Northwest aside from the 
one thing that we do know, and that is the fact that an agreement with 
Canada would add a good deal of generating capacity with no further 
threat to fish ? 

Mr. Briuineron. Senator, I do not believe there is any pat answer 
as you put it, to this problem. Certainly the Canadian storage and 
agreement there as regards downstream power production would be 
of great assistance. But that is one particular reason why we are here 
today in support of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 is that it would 

a progressive step by the Federal Government in seeking an answer 
to this problem which is causing this dilemma. 

The reason we are so interested in holding this particular stretch of 
the river open is the fact that it is the one area within our count 
that will contribute to the type of low-cost power that we had previ- 
ously in the Grand Coulee development; and it very definitely will 
contribute to flood control. But we feel that we have time—and by 
that I do not mean any letdown on power production because the loads 
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will continue to grow—we have time where we could by consolidating 
in other directions gain time for the research program. I think truly 
that it is only going to be by virtue of the research program that we 
can get the answer you seek to this dilemma. a 

Senator Neupercer. Thank you very much, Mr. Billington. 

That is all Mr. Chairman. 

(The full statement follows:) 


My name is Ken Billington. I am executive secretary of the Washington 
Public Utility Districts’ Association, Seattle, Wash. 

This statement is to supplement the one place in the record of the July 17 
hearings on Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

We appreciate the courtesy extended to us as well as to the other residents of 
the Pacific Northwest by the Senate committee through these field hearings in 
order that more local and direct views can be submitted on this legislation. 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 is a progressive move toward resolving the 
conflict between high-head power dams and the fisheries. We think steps taken 
directly by the Federal Government to solve this problem are long past due, 
Certainly the seven Northwest Senators who introduced the legislation are to 
be commended. 

For too long a time the problems involved in the passage of fish around 
high-head dams have been left unsettled. On one side is the economic force behind 
the necessity for a power supply from the power producers’ viewpoint, and on 
the other side is the unalterable, uncompromising opposition from the fisheries’ 
viewpoint. 

At issue today is the development of the Middle Snake River region. It is 
a complicated river area as it pertains to comprehensive development. First, 
it encompasses one of the few remaining power sites in the Pacific Northwest 
which can produce power at lower cost than that which will come from projects 
now being built. This is the Nez Perce Dam site. In a decision by the 
Federal Power Commission turning down an alternate proposal by a private 
utility combine, Nez Perce was cited as one of the most superior potential power 
projects in the Pacific Northwest. 

Second, there is still definite need for flood regulation to protect the down- 
stream areas, and this can be obtained to the ultimate level desired only 
by using the large natural storage reservoir areas on both the Snake River 
and the Salmon River. These are very limited on the Columbia River System. 

Third, it involves the river route to some very important spawning grounds for 
a large segment of the anadromous fishery. This includes the Imnaha and 
Upper Snake Rivers as well as the Salmon River. At the present time power 
development and preliminary flood control needs can be met by working in 
other areas if we act now. 

This should not be misconstrued to mean that we are not in need of 
more power in the Pacific Northwest. Power loads will require substantial 
construction of powerplants. Full speed must be had on constructing lower 
Monumental, lower Granite, and Little Goose Dams on the Lower Snake 
River. 

John Day Dam must be kept on schedule. We should authorize and get 
under construction Paradise or the Knowles Dam in Montana. We need full 
public support for the nuclear powerplant at Hanford, Wash. Non-Federal 
plants, such as Wells and Ben Franklin, should move ahead. There are 
other such projects including the possibility of coal-fired steamplants. 

None of these, of course, will match the low-cost power potential at the 
Nez Perce site. But the emphasis on power development, which is still needed, 
should be placed in other directions before we sacrifice the Middle Snake 
River area to underdevelopment without an all-out attempt to solve the fishery 
problem. 

If there is no moratorium and study, then full development from a power 
viewpoint will require the choice of Nez Perce over alternate schemes. The 
moratorium affords us some necessary time to try to resolve the problems 
which have to be answered to protect the fishery. 

A theory being promoted by some of the fisheries people is that the res- 
ervation of certain rivers as fish sanctuaries provides the best solution and 
one which will solve the problem permanently. 
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Past experience should indicate to the fisheries people that this type of 
an approach is not the answer in the long run. Time and need will change 
the value of a multiple-purpose resource so that one purpose set aside today 
in compromise will tomorrow override the value of the other resource by 
sheer public requirement. 

The private utility interests promoting the high Mountain Sheep project 
do so even though the flood control needs and future power needs will re- 
quire building the companion Lower Canyon project directly on the Salmon 
River. 

High Mountain Sheep Dam alone is underdevelopment of the river, and 
to build Lower Canyon Dam will affect the Salmon River in the same man- 
ner as Nez Perce Dam. They promote this project against the views of the 
Federal Power Commission and the Corps of Engineers’ findings on Nez Perce, 
even though it will affect the fish using the Imnaha and Upper Snake Rivers 
before adequate time is allowed for fisheries research. 

‘The public power position, as we expect Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 
to provide, is that construction of any high dams in this particular area 
should be delayed and that a crash program on fisheries research should be 
started as soon as possible to seek an answer to the problems of fish pas- 
sage around high-head dam projects and other related problems. 

We think the policy of spending substantial sums of money investigating 
sites and publicly promoting any high dams in this area prior to conducting 
a constructive fisheries research program is not in the best interest of the 
power consumers or the fisheries. Utilities should look elsewhere for a power 
supply while such research goes on. You can always compromise and return to 
this stretch of the river and build the one high dam at Mountain Sheep. 

In this regard, one of the critcisms by opponents of Senate Concurrent Res- 
olution 35 is that the measure is not effective law and binding on the Federal 
Power Commission but merely expresses the sentiment of Congress. We do 
not know if this is so, but certainly we would not object to having the concurrent 
resolution changed to a joint resolution or other form of legislation to place an 
effective stop on any license applications in the particular stretch of the river 
covered by the resolution. 

We have two other possible amendments. First, we are in accord with 
the amendment proposed by the Federal Power Commission at the July 17 
hearing which removes transmission facilities from the types of restricted 
structures. Secondly, it has come to our attention that the utility interests 
who desire to build at the high Mountain Sheep Dam site have cultivated 
suspicion in the minds of the fisheries people to the effect that since there is a 
limiting date in this legislation for a final report by the Secretary of the Interior, 
that this resolution is merely a ruse on the part of public power people to block 
that project and thereby have the Nez Perce project constructed. 

Our position of calling for a moratorium on this stretch of the river has 
been consistent for several years because while recognizing the admitted su- 
periority of the Nez Perce project over any other alternate power and flood 
control development schemes so far presented for this stretch of river, we have 
also recognized the necessity for finding adequate answers to the fishery 
problem. 

We would, therefore, like to propose an amendment whereby paragraph 
(2) would read: “(2) That the Secretary should submit a preliminary re 
port on such investigation and study along with his recommendations for 
further investigations and activities for solving the problems involved to the 
Congress not later than June 30, 1961, and should thereafter make regular annual 
progress reports to the Congress including his recommendations for action by 
Congress to terminate and repeal this concurrent resolution.” 

As you can see, by this amendment the Secretary of the Interior will not 
only be called upon to make the study and recommendations but also to 
make progress reports annually and to make definite recommendations for 
action by Congress to terminate and repeal the resolution. In this latter 
responsibility, there would be no set time limit on him. 

There are many things going on today leading toward not only the saving 
of the fishery but also the expansion of it. We cannot say the entire problem 
can be solved in full favor of the fishery. However, we feel that forward 
Steps are being taken on fish passage facilities and research. Passage of 
upstream migrant fish was declared an impossibility 25 years ago. Yet a 
fair person will agree that research and the construction of fish ladders and 
other means of getting the fish upstream have brought moderate success. 
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Experiments are going on every day. The new fields of today are the develop- 
ment of passage facilities for the downstream migrant, the improvement and 
possible improvisement of spawning areas, the use of fish farming techniques, 
and study of fish disease problems. Several years will be required to prove the 
effectiveness of the fish handling facilities at projects such as the Pelton Dam. 

New methods on skimmer devices are being devised and researched, such as 
the use of vertical louvers instead of horizontal louvers in the facility. Cer- 
tainly one cannot deny the apparent success today of the fish farms for rearing 
the fish, but it will take a number of years to actually substantiate their value 
by studying the return of the fish. 

Another very important field of research, and one which could affect the whole 
problem, is in fish disease knowledge and control. We understand that regard- 
less of sanctuaries, fish passage facilities, and so forth, there is danger that the 
entire fish run could be lost due to diseases caused by temperature fluctuations 
and other problems. 

Pollution is another problem for the fishery. 

We would prefer that underdevelopment of the river from a power standpoint 
based on a compromise be delayed until we are reasonably certain these other 
factors affecting the fishery can or cannot be answered. This is especially true 
of this one stretch of river which is so valuable from a low cost power and flood 
control standpoint. 

What is needed right now is an accelerated program on this fish research work 
and a moratorium on dams in this specific river area which is involved in direct 
conflict between fish and dams. 

That is why we recommend a favorable report by the committee with proper 
amendments of the concurrent resolution, including any change necessary to 
make it effective and binding on the Federal Power Commission if such is not the 
case in its present form, and an early consideration and passage by Congress. 

Also before this committee is S. 1420. We oppose this legislation including the 
amendments on the basis that it is legislation which would subordinate the other 
multiple-purposes of river development to a single purpose. We also believe that 
present law is adequate to protect against abuse. 

In 1958, the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act was amended and strength- 
ened. Under this it is mandatory that any agency or utility proposing con- 
struction which affects a waterway consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service of the Department of the Interior and the State administrative agency 
involved on the designing of the necessary facilities to protect and conserve the 
wildlife resources. 

It even goes one step further and makes it mandatory that any report by the 
Secretary of the Interior or State agency be considered by the agency evaluating 
or reporting on the proposed plan. It states, “* * * the project plan shall 
include such justifiable means and measures for wildlife purposes as the report- 
ing agency finds should be adopted to obtain maximum overall project benefits.” 

In our opinion, this assures that full weight will be given the matter of wildlife 
conservation in any matters before Congress or the Federal Power Commission 
on dam construction. It is done, however, in a manner of mutual cooperation 
rather than on the right of a single-purpose veto. 

There is another factor of concern to us in this legislation. Under this type 
law, a utility could expend many thousands of dollars in preliminary site 
examination and license application hearings with the danger of a last-step veto 
against which it would have no recourse. 

We would urge the committe to indefinitely postpone S. 1420. 

The last bill before this committee hearing, S. 2586, is a negative bill which 
could work two ways. As we read it, the bill would prohibit any dam which 
would flood established spawning grounds or which would be more restrictive 
than presently existing dams. Frankly, we feel it could be interpreted as 
prohibiting any further dams in the river stretch covered by the bill. Con- 
versely, if it doesn’t mean this, it could be taken as an open invitation to build 
many dams directly on the Salmon River. 

The legislation also accepts the position and would establish a congressional 
finding that the fish passage problem cannot be resolved. We do not think that 
is proper, and we respectfully urge the committee to reject S. 2586. 

In summary: 

We urge approval of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, including the two 
amendments which we proposed, and we ask that any necessary change be 
made in the form of the resolution to provide a positive effect on any actions 
by the Federal Power Commission. 
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We oppose S. 1420 on the basis that it places a single use of the water 
resource paramount to all other purposes. 

And finally, we oppose S. 2586 as being restrictive and not in the best interest 
of comprehensive river development. 


Mr. Bitiineton. Senator Bartlett, in saving time I have a state- 
ment by John McCarthy, who is the witness after the next one, and 
he asked I merely submit it for the purpose of the record. 

Senator Bartierr. We will be very glad to accept it and it will be 

rinted, of course, in full. It will be printed immediately following 

r. Billington’s statement. 

(Statement follows. ) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN McCartHy, SOUTHWEST WASHINGTON PusLic UTILITY 
Districts’ ASSOCIATION, TOWER BUILDING, SEATTLE, WASH. 


My name is John McCarthy. I am assistant secretary of the Southwest 
Washington Public Utility Districts’ Association. 

This statement for the association is particularly on behalf of the seven 
Washington State county public utility districts located on the north bank of 
the Columbia River from its point of confluence with the Snake River to the 
Pacific Ocean, all of which are members of the association. Additionally, we 
have as other public utility districts not directly on the river but whose 
interests are closely allied with those on the river. 

As formulated under State of Washington law, public utility districts are 
dedicated to the conservation of the water resource. Our primary responsibility 
is to furnish water and electric utility service at the lowest possible cost to 
the customer. 

We also have a public interest in other water conservation purposes and 
problems. We serve in an area where flood control on the Columbia River 
system is of great importance. We serve a substantial number of customers 
whose livelihood is directly dependent upon the fisheries resource. 

On the basis of these intesests we appear here today in support of Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35. This resolution concerns a stretch of the Middle 
Snake River where all these public interests of substantial economic value in 
our area are directly involved. 

It would not be in the public interest to forego the maximum use of the large 
natural storage reservoir sites which could be developed in this stretch of the 
Snake River for flood protection for the downstream areas. To sacrifice one 
of the few remaining damsites promising truly low-cost power to provide for 
Northwest economic expansion would be wrong. 

In short, giving up the Nez Perce project, the greatest single project remaining 
for development in the Northwest, in the name of expendiency without even 
attempting to meet the basic problem involved in the project would be ill-con- 
sidered and short-sighted. 

The one roadblock against having the most efficient flood control plan and the 
lowest cost power project for this particular stretch of the Middle Snake River 
is the lack of answers to problems of passing fish around high-head dams. 

We know of no one who proposes that Nez Perce should be constructed before 
these answers are obtained. There apparently are those, however, who do not 
wish these problems to be solved despite the tremendous worldwide benefits 
to fisheries which would result from the studies. 

Our position, simply stated, is that this particular stretch of the Middle 
Snake River, which has such a tremendous potential for development of low-cost 
power and flood control, should be held open while an accelerated program of 
fisheries research is prosecuted. We understand that this is the intent of Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35. If it does not accomplish this as presently worded, 
we would agree to an amendment to so provide. 

We do not feel that underdevelopment of this stretch of the river should be 
allowed, especially since the underdevelopment proposal represents a compromise 
which will leave unresolved the many research problems involving the river 
fishery. It is a compromise which will have the eventual result of bringing 
hydroelectric developments such as Lower Canyon on the Salmon River as public 
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necessity for nonfishery benefits from river development overbalance the fish 
interest. 

We support Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 and recommend its enactment 
with any necessary amendments to assure that a complete fisheries research 
program will be undertaken looking toward the ultimate solutions of the pro- 
blems involved in the full utilization of the natural power and flood-contro] 
site at this location. 


Senator Barrirrr. Mr. Price is the next witness, and then Mr, 
Binford. 

Mr. Price. My name is Truman Price. I am supervisor of the 
Division of Power Resources of the State of Washington, Department 
of Conservation, Olympia, Wash. I am representing Earl Coe, di- 
rector of the department. 

In order to save time, Mr. Chairman, I will summarize my state- 
ment. 

Senator Bartierr. Very good. 

Mr. Price. The department of conservation consists of the divisions 
of water resources, power resources, flood control, mines and geology, 
reclamation and weather modification. 

One of the department’s primary responsibilities is the administra- 
tion of the State’s water resources. Because of the broad responsibil- 
ities of our department we feel obligated to present our views on 
S. 1420, S. 2586, and Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

The department of conservation strongly supports the principle of 
multiple-purpose development. We believe that S. 1420 and S. 2586 
are single purpose in viewpoint and as such are in conflict with full 
resource development and the best interests of the people. 

S. 1420 would give the Secretary of the Interior a veto over all 
multiple-purpose projects brought before the Federal Power Com- 
mission. We do not feel that any agency with single-purpose interests 
should have veto power over resource development, particularly water 
resource development. 

The objective of S. 2586 is to preserve the anadromous fish runs of 
the Salmon River by the formation of a fishery sanctuary. We believe 
in the objective of S. 2586 but we do not believe formation of a sanc- 
tuary is the desirable approach. We are of the opinion that S. 2586, 
if enacted, would be used to block multiple-purpose development of 
the Salmon River even though fish preservation and high dams are 
determined to be compatible at a later time. 

The Salmon River is currently uncontrolled and presents grave 
flood control problems. In 1948 it added 99,000 cubic feet per second 
to the flood waters of the Columbia River and contributed greatly to 
the devastation wrought by the 1948 flood in the States of Oregon and 
Washington. 

In addition to flood control, multiple-purpose development of the 
Salmon River is needed for other benefits, foremost of which is hydro- 
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electric power. 

The undeveloped hydroelectric potential of the Salmon River is 
greater than the entire TVA hydroelectric system. The Federal 
Power Commission waterpower resource inventory of 1957 estimates 
that the Salmon River and its tributaries can produce 12.7 billion 
kilowatt hours of energy annually. Based upon an alternate cost of 
thermal power at 5 mills, this amount of energy is worth $63 million. 
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Although we support multiple-purpose development, we do not 
advocate construction of projects on the Salmon River until fishery 
problems are solved. The Salmon River supports an estimated 13 
percent of the Columbia River anadromous fish. This represents 
a valuable resource which should not be lost. 

Instead of enacting S. 1420 and S. 2586 to protect this resource, we 
advocate passage of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 provides for the initiation of an 
accelerated research program directed toward solving fishery prob- 
lems. In addition, the resolution would provide time to anna and 
possibly close the technological gap between fishery research and dam 
construction. 

The resolution specifies that a final report be submitted to the 
Congress not later than June 30, 1964. This might not permit suf- 
ficient time to prepare a final report, so the committee should give 
consideration to a time extension. 

We do not subscribe to the view that we must sacrifice either fish 
for dams or dams for fish. We believe that through an intensive 
research program, fishery problems can be solved and that full devel- 
opment can go forward without sacrificing fish. 

One of the most important aspects of Senate Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 35 is that it will tend to bring fishery resource development into 
focus as an essential element complementary to other uses. It will 
enable State and Federal fishery agencies to cooperate with project 
planning agencies in seeking solutions to fish problems. The cooper- 

ation should result in fishery agency support for multiple-purpose 
development instead of long-standing opposition stemming from the 
fear that fish problems are not given adequ: ate consideration. 

Basic research data resulting from the studies will be of benefit not 
only to the Middle Snake area but to the entire Columbia Basin 
and other fish regions. Canada with its important fish producing 
streams and our great new State of Alaska will be particularly 
benefited. 

Where existing high dams such as Grand Coulee have blocked 
and destroyed fish runs, the possibility exists of reestablishing runs 
and enhancing our fishery resource. 

The stakes involved are high. Unless fishery problems can be 
solved and balanced river development. go forward, hundreds of 
millions of dollars worth of resources will remain undeveloped. 
The Pacific Northwest cannot afford the permanent loss of such 
development. 

In summary, the Department of Conservation opposes enactment of 
S. 2584 and S. 1420 because they are single purpose in viewpoint and 
might be used to thwart the orderly economic development of the 
region. 

We strongly support, however, and urge favorable action by the 
committee on Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. We believe this 
measure presents a positive approach to fishery problems and can be 
a key to open the door to full resource development. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, Mr. Price, for presenting the views 
and opinions of the Washington Department of Conservation. 

Senator Neuberger, do you have any questions / 

Senator Nrunercer. Yes, I do, Mr. Chairman. 
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I note that the views of the Washington State Department of 
Conservation on this legislation are quite at variance from the com- 
bined views of the Washington State Department of Fisheries and 
the Washington State Department of Game, is that correct ? 

Mr. Price. Apparently so. 

Senator Nevusercer. Will there be any effort made to coordinate, 
synchronize, or reconcile these conflicting views from various depart- 
ments of the State government of Washington ? 

Mr. Price. I cannot answer that at this time, Senator. 

Senator Neusercer. However, you will admit, Mr. Price, that your 
views, particularly on S. 1420, and to some degree on 2586, are quite 
substantially different from the views presented by Mr. Milo Moore 
for the Washington State Department of Fisheries and by Mr. John 
A. Biggs for the Washington State Department of Game, isn’t that 
correct ? 

Mr. Price. That is correct. I think primarily that might be 
because Mr. Moore and Mr. Biggs are representing the fisheries 
interests, whereas we are representing flood control, power and other 
interests. 

Senator Neupercer. I think, therefore, you have a capsule right 
here, Mr. Chairman, of how difficult it is to reconcile this problem. 

Here are representatives of the same State government in the 
Pacific Northwest, and yet they have very divergent and conflicting 
views on the legislation which it is our mission to consider. 

Senator Bartiert. Although perhaps not in capsule form. It is 
pretty big. 

Senator Nevupercer. But it is a symbol of just how difficult this 
conflict is for the Congress to resolve when one State government 
has several sets of views on this legislation. 

I just thought that should be noted in the hearing record, because 
it seems to me one of the most significant aspects of the entire 
situation. 

Senator Barrierr. I think your point is very well taken and I 
judge that Mr. Price does, too. 

Mr. Price. I certainly am aware of that. 

Senator Neupercer. That’s all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, Mr. Price. 

Mr. Binford ? 

Mr. Brnrorp. Senator Bartlett, Senator Neuberger, I am L. C. Bin- 
ford, vice chairman of the executive board of directors of the Izaak 
Walton League of America, Portland, Oreg., and appear here in 
that capacity and by the direction of the Oregon division of that 
organization. 

It should be noted that I am also in attendance here as secretary 
of the interim committee on natural resources from the State of 
Oregon, but my statement that I am making here is not on behalf 
of that committee, that committee is not making the statement as 
the authority given us by law did not give us the opportunity. 

The policy of the Izaak Walton League is determined by State 
and National conventions. Resolutions that determine that policy 
originate from local chapters of the organization. The views I ex- 
press here are a reflection of statements and resolutions adopted by 
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these conventions and chapters, copies of which are attached to this 
written statement. 

Referring to a resolution that was adopted in 1959 by the national 
convention I read: 

We recognize that the waters of the Columbia River are a great natural 
resource, the development of which should be for the benefit of the people 
and that any program for the use and control of these waters should give 
consideration to all beneficial uses, including navigation, industrial, fish and 
wildlife, domestic, irrigation, recreation, hydropower. 

Referring back to the original page of the written statement, all 
of the three measures being considered here have desirable features 
which make it impossible to give blanket approval or opposition. 

The league has long urged that State and Federal agencies ac- 
celerate their research program in developing fish passage facilities, 
and in methods of restoring loss of fish runs by reason of impound- 
ments now built or which may be constructed. 

Recognizing that development of the Snake River cannot be un- 
reasonably delayed, the league approves the construction of impound- 
ments on the Snake River under 100 feet in height, located below 
its confluence with the Salmon River provided the best fish pas- 
sage facilities now available are included. Approval is also given 
to construction of impoundments on the middle Snake if located 
above the confluence of the Imnaha River and below the present 
site of Brownlee Dam, provided the best fish passage facilities now 
known are installed. 

Subsequent to the Army Engineers’ report on the “Water Resource 
Development of the Columbia River Basin,” the Oregon division has 
modified its position as stated above by the following declaration : 

We request that the upper Middle Snake be developed by some dam or,dams 
other than high Mountain Sheep located below the Imnaha River, thus saving the 
Imnaha River for salmon runs, but if such is not found feasible, then with reluc- 
tance we are inclined to approve the development of the stretch of the river by 
the proposed high Mountain Sheep set out in your report, subject however, to the 
condition that no dams be authorized on the Salmon River. 

Based on these statements it would be obvious that the league is not 
in agreement with those provisions of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
35 that would place a moratorium on all dams on the Snake River for 
period of 5 years. 

The league has ee in asserting that comprehensive develop- 
ment of the Columbia River Basin can best be obtained by making the 
Salmon River a sanctuary for salmonoids, preventing the construction 
thereon of any impoundments, except its flood waters may be tunneled 
across to the Middle Snake River provided the diversion be adequately 
screened, 

Senate bill 2586 would appear to be the answer to the league’s 
prayer for the Salmon River,sanctuary. Actually it would be more 
acceptable if no dams of any height were permitted, but the league 
recognizes that a plan may develop which could tunnel off the flood 
waters, which would require a low dam. 

Also having approved construction of dams of under 100 feet in 
height, a consistent position would be to permit 100-foot dams in the 
Salmon River. Available information indicates that there is no inter- 
est in building dams of under 100 feet on the Salmon, except for 

45447—60—pt. 2——_13 
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diversion of water to the Middle Snake. Would it. not be well to 
amend the bill to limit such dams to those built to divert water to the 
Middle Snake ? 

The league has been much concerned with the possible construction 
of the Nez Perce Dam, especially after the Federal Power Commission 
in denying the application of private power companies to build Moun- 
tain Sheep and Pleasant Valley on the Middle Snake, commented with 
approval on the development of the Middle Snake, and Salmon River 
by the Nez Perce Dam, disregarding the fisheries resource. 

To counter such disregard of this valued resource, the league has 
sought a method of requiring the Federal Power Commission to give 
full consideration to such values. Senator Neuberger has attempted 
by Senate bill 1420 to effect this result. Considering that the motive 
of the league in desiring such restriction on the Federal Power Com- 
mission was to prevent the construction of the Nez Perce Dam and to 
protect the Salmon River salmonoids, it would seem that making the 
Salmon River a sanctuary would accomplish the desired end. 


RESOLUTIONS OF IzAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, GLENVIEW, ILL., 
87TH ANNUAL CONVENTION, APRIL 25, 1959 


RESOLUTION NO. 17-—COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN POLICY 


We recognize that the waters of the Columbia River Basin are a great natural 
resource, the development of which should be for the benefit of the people and 
that any program for the use and control of these waters should give considera- 
tion to all beneficial uses, including navigation, fish and wildlife, recreation, 
industrial, domestic, hydropower, and irrigation. 

The fishery resource of the Columbia River and its tributaries is an important 
economic recreational asset. Due regard should be given to means and methods 
of protecting this resource in the planning and construction of obstructions in 
the river system. 

(We approve the construction of impoundments above Grand Coulee Dam in 
the main stem of the Columbia River. 

We approve the construction of impoundments on the Snake River, tributary 
to the Columbia River, under 100 feet in height, located below its confluence 
with the Salmon River, provided the best fish passage facilities now available 
are included. We approve the construction of impoundments on the Middle 
Snake if located above the confluence of the Imnaha River and below the present 
site of Brownlee Dam, provided the best fish passage facilities now known are 
installed. 

We approve the construction of impoundments in upper tributaries of the 
Snake River, where there are no migratory fish and especially recommend the 
construction of the Garden Valley and Scrivner project in Idaho. 

We oppose the construction of any impoundment of the waters of the tribu- 
taries of the Snake River known as Salmon, Clearwater, Grande Ronde and 
Imnaha and especially to a dam called Nez Perce which would block salmonoid 
runs to Upper Snake, Imnaha, and the Salmon River, and we oppose any 
eonstruction in national parks, national monuments or other specially designated 
public lands. 

We urge the State and Federal agencies to accelerate their research program 
in developing fish passage facilities and in methods of restoring loss of fish runs 
by reason of impoundments now built or which may be constructed. 

We assert that comprehensive development of the Columbia River Basin can 
best be obtained by making the Salmon River a sanctuary for salmonoids, 
preventing the construction thereon of any impoundment except, however, its 
floodwaters may be tunneled across to the Middle Snake River provided the 
diversion is adequately screened. 

We request the Congress and State governments appropriate such funds as 
may be necessary for this research. 

We commend the private power companies for having recently employed fish 
biologists and for having set aside substantial sums for research in methods 








=O EES Ss tC 


- ee os | = 


— 


eo Fe OO Oon 


COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN FISHERY RESOURCES 267 


of saving fish runs—but that they be urged to budget additional money for this 
purpose. 

We recommend to private power companies which have not employed fish 
biologists, that they do so. 

Approved April 25, 1959. 


RESOLUTION NO. 18—-SALMON RIVER SANCTUARY 


Whereas the Salmon River in Idaho is the most important tributary of the 
Columbia River Basin now available to migratory fishes, particularly spring 
Chinook salmon and summer run steelhead trout; and 

Whereas it is vital to the maintenance of these runs of fish which are so 
important both recreationally and commercially that no dam be constructed 
that will obstruct their passage either up or downstream; and 

Whereas there is an ever-present threat of such construction unless Con- 
gress declare the Salmon River a fish sanctuary: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Izaak Walton League of America in convention assembled 
in Philadelphia, Pa., this 25th day of April 1959, That Congress be urged to 
declare the Solmon River of Idaho a fish sanctuary forbidding the construction 
of any dam thereon or on the Snake River below the confluence of the Salmon 
that will prevent successful passage up and downstream of spring Chinook 
salmon and steelhead trout. 


RESOLUTION NO. 19——-NEZ PERCE DAM 


Whereas the greatest threat to the runs of salmon entering the Snake River 
a tributary to the Columbia, is a dam known as Nez Perce below the confiu- 
ence of the Snake River with the Imnaha River in Oregon and the Salmon 
River in Idaho; and 

Whereas Nez Perce Dam because of its height of approximately 700 feet, 
the fluctuating pool level of over 100 feet and its proximity to the major 
salmon and steelhead producing streams, the Salmon and Imnaha Rivers 
present such problems that it is opposed by every fishery agency both State 
and Federal in the Pacific Northwest ; and 

Whereas the location of the dam being so near to the point of inflow of the 
three major water sources namely, the Snake River, Salmon River, and Imnaha 
River, presents serious problems never before encountered in fish passage; and 

Whereas no biologist or fishery engineer that has spoken on this subject can 
point to any device or plan that offers a solution to the fish problem at Nez Perce 
Dam; and 

Whereas the Board of Review of the U.S. Corps of Engineers is now studying 
the 308 Review Report of the Master Water Control Plan for the Columbia 
River Basin, and 

Whereas this Board of Review has been urged by certain groups to alter the 
program of the division engineer and include Nez Perce Dam in said Master 
Control Plan for the Columbia River Basin; and 

Whereas this Board of Review has been urged by certain groups to alter the 
program of the division engineer and include Nez Perce Dam in said master 
control plan on a delayed schedule: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Izaak Walton League of America in convention, assembled 
at Philadelphia, Pa., this 25th day of April 1959, That we again reassert our 
unalterable opposition to Nez Perce Dam on any schedule; and be it further 

Resolved, That the president of the Izaak Walton League of America forth- 
with appoint a committee to present this and other resolutions bearing on the 
Snake River area to the Chief of the Corps of Engineers of the U.S. Army at 
the earliest possible hour. 


STATEMENT OF THE OREGON DIVISION OF IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE oF America, U.8, 
ARMY ENGINEERS HEARING, PORTLAND, OREG., MARCH 11, 1959 


We have previously filed with you a statement of our position regarding 
your proposed “Water Resource Development of the Columbia River Basin.” 

Since that report there have been continued studies of the plan by our 
Oregon division of the Izaak Walton League of America, and we remain in 
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Substantial agreement with the “Columbia River Basin Policy” adopted by our 
national organization in 1958, and previously filed with you. 

Under the provisions of this policy we approve of your recommendations 
with these exceptions and modifications. 

(a) No dams on the Grand Ronde River and the Clearwater River should be 
recommended for authorization pending solution of fish passage problems, 

(b) We request that no dams be planned for the Salmon River and that 
there be a recommendation that it be set aside as a fish sanctuary (we will 
endeavor to secure such action by Congress). 

(c) We request that the upper Middle Snake be developed by some dam or 
dams other than high Mountain Sheep located below the Imnaha River, thus 
saving the Imnaha River for salmon runs, but if such is not found feasible, 
then with reluctance, we are inclined to approve the development of the 
stretch of the river by the proposed high Mountain Sheep set out in your 
report, subject, however, to the conditionthat no dams be authorized on the 
Salmon River.’ (It should be noted that this qualified approval of high Mountain 
Sheep was made by the executive committee and will be reviewed by the State 
directors in a meeting scheduled for March 21 at Salem, Oreg.). 

We believe that your report recognizes the value of the anadromous fish runs 
in the Columbia River and that all dams proposed will incorporate in their 
construction the best passage facilities now known or that may be developed 
where there are significant fish runs. 

We urge the construction of those dams set out in your report to which we 
have not asked delay or objected. 

Respectfully submitted. 

LUHR JENSEN, Jr., 
President, Oregon Division, IWLA. 


STATEMENT OF THE PORTLAND CHAPTER, IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, 
U.S. ARMY ENGINEERS HEARING, PORTLAND, OREG., MARCH 11, 1959. 


We want to protest the inclusion of Lower Canyon Dam on the Salmon 
River in the proposed ‘‘Water Resource Development of the Columbia River 
Basin,” even though it be accompanied by a recommendation that it be not 
authorized pending solution of fish passage problems. 

We are likewise opposed to the substitution of Nez Perce or any other dam 
or combinations of dams for the Salmon River. 

This tributary of the Snake River provides the one great remaining spawning 
bed of the Columbia River salmonoids. 

In the light of the statement of the Federal Power Commission regarding 
its preference for Nez Perce, we believe the best way to protect the salmon 
runs and their spawning bed of the Salmon River is to have the Salmon River 
‘set aside as an anadromous fish sanctuary. ‘This we shall endeavor to have 
Congress do. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Cart D. Eriine, President. 


IzAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA—Coos Bay AREA CHAPTER 


The following resolution was presented to and passed by the board of directors, 
‘Coos Bay area chapter, Izaak Walton League of America, October 30, 1959: 

“Whereas high Mountain Sheep Dam or Nez Perce Dam are sure to be built 
on the Snake River because of increasingly great demand for power in our 
Northwest; and 

“Whereas the power potential of and from both of these projected dams are 
more.,or less the same ; and 

“Whereas the Izaak Walton League is dedicated to the total protection of the 
Salmon River drainage as an important producer of anadromous fish; and 

“Whereas Nez Perce Dam, as projected, will block the Salmon River and 
high Mountain Sheep Dam will not block the Salmon River; and 


1 Directors approval was given Mar. 21 at Salem, Oreg. 
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“Whereas section 3, Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, for all practical.pur- 
poses, will indefinitely delay the construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam 
although such construction will not block the Salmon River and its anadro- 


mous fish runs, and will provide needed immediate increased power for our 
Northwest development: Now, therefore, be it 


“Resolved, That the Coos Bay area chapter of the Izaak Walton League 


oppose section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 as not in the best in- 
terests of Oregon and the Northwest, and that this chapter do endorse the 


fish resource program as proposed in and by the other paragraphs of Senaté 
Concurrent Resolution 35, and that this resolution be adopted by the Oregon 
division, Izaak Walton League of America, and that it be presented at the 


hearing in Astoria, Oreg., November 10, 1959, before the Senate Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.” 

Mr. Bryrorp. There is attached to the written statement some six 
resolutions that have been adopted at previous times by the national 
organization and State conventions and chapters which we would like 
to submit as part of this report and made a part of the record. 

Senator Barrierr. They will be included as part of your statement. 

Is that all? 

Mr. Brxrorp. That concludes the statement. 

Senator Barrierr. Just one question from me. 

You are satisfied then that the best fish passage facilities now 
available are adequate to protect fish in respect to dams 100 feet in 
height or under é ar 

Mr. Brnrorp. No, that would not be our opinion. If you will note 
that the league in adopting a position has taken into consideration 
all uses of the water and in evaluating those uses it seems that passage 
facilities on low dams are reasonably satisfactory to the point that 
when you consider other uses, those dams should be built. 

Senator Bartierr. Let me get this straight. You are not satisfied 
that the facilities now available will preserve the entire run of fish? 

Mr. Bryrorp. On low dams? 

Senator Bartierr. Yes; on low dams. 

Mr. Brnrorp. We believe that reasonably so, yes. 

Senator Bartterr. Well, what do you mean by reasonably so? 

Mr. Binrorp. Each of these dams do take a little loss. But this is 
combined, you see, with the request for additional research. The 
losses are not fatal in the case of the lower dams. It is only a slight 
loss at each one. Those losses we surely can offset by research and 
other development programs. It would seem to us that we can’t 
entirely block the development of the river while we wait for the 
absolute perfection in fish passage, which may never be accomplished. 

It should be commented, if I may, the Izaak Walton League has 
for years, almost all my active life, spent its energies opposing dams. 
Such a procedure as we are now adopting is a reasonably new 
approach, but it is based upon an enlarged scope of thinking. Origi- 
nally we probably only thought of fish. Now we are trying to make 
our views larger and to think of the other uses and to get some 
degree of evaluation on a comprehensive basis of developing the entire 
resource of the river. 

Senator Barrierr. To the point, Mr. Binford, that the league, with 
reluctance perhaps, would even approve of the high Mountain Sheep 
Dam ? 

Mr. Brnrorp. The league with reluctance would approve the high 
Mountain Sheep as being the lesser of evils at that point. 
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If I might point out, sir, the league by some other method that 
hasn’t been presented to you here, except what I am now about to say, 
has made an effort to evaluate these tributaries and it is clear that 
the Imnaha perhaps we could sacrifice with the least damage to the 
entire system of any of those four tributaries there. Just quickly 
reviewing the Imnaha has some 16,000 anadromous fish, the Clear- 
water some 22,750, the Grand Ronde some 44,000, and the Salmon 
River, the staggering 172,500. In our effort to evaluate it seems 
that if we must sacrifice something the Imnaha would be the least 
damaging, but in looking at those figures it is obvious that we cannot 
sacrifice the Salmon River. 

Senator Bartietr. You don’t propose to sacrifice the Salmon River 
under any circumstances forseeable by you now ? 

Mr. Brnrorp. We do not propose to sacrifice it under any forsee- 
able circumstances now known or based on any fish passage now 
known. 

Senator Barrierr. Do you have any questions, Senator Neuberger? 

Senator Neusercer. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

I sympathize with the objective of my fellow members of the Izaac 
Walton League, but this is what puzzles me. 

In this declaration by the Oregon Division it ends with “Subject 
however to the condition that no dams be authorized on the Salmon 
River.” But how are you going to accomplish that? What machinery 
is there to accomplish it? That is what has persistently puzzled me. 

In other words, supposing the FPC licenses high Mountain Sheep. 
What assurance is there that subsequently licenses won’t be given on 
the Salmon River? Unless this so-called sanctuary bill would pass, 
and there certainly is no assurance of that. It has been very vigor- 
ously criticized here today by representatives of very divergent 
groups. It seems to me that the whole dilemma of the conserva- 
tionist still persists, and this is what puzzled me over the high Moun- 
tain Sheep situation in general. 

By what modus operandi would you guarantee against dams being 
authorized on the Salmon River if high Mountain Sheep is built or 
not built? I just wonder what is the means of Vocuttipltuking this? 

Mr. Brnrorp. Senator—— 

Senator Neusercer. That is what puzzles me. 

Mr. Brnrorp. To start with, we hope that with your effort and 
that of others that we will be successful in making Salmon River a 
sanctuary. 

Failing in that direction, I believe you could be assured that the 
league would support your bill to restrict the power of the Federal 
Power Commission, at least to require them to give greater considera- 
tion to fish. 

It would also seem to us, if you license—if say high Mountain 
Sheep should be licensed and we wish there were some other method 
to use that stretch of the river because for all other purposes that 
stretch of the river has already had its limitations established by 
Brownlee. If we could go head Gait develop that stretch of the river 
it should to some degree at least take the pressure off and the need 
to develop the Salmon River for power. We hope that in itself will 
give us some time to get a sanctuary built. 
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Senator Neusercer. However that is a frail reed to rely upon be- 
cause the Salmon River is a prime river for power. I think it has 
about as much energy in it as in the whole Tennessee River, which 
is the core of the TVA, and if one group of power companies suc- 
ceed in obtaining the Mountain Sheep site, there is nothing at all 
to prevent another group of power companies or a combine of PUD’s 
from seeking licenses on the Salmon River. And we already know 
how frequently the Federal Power Commission disregards conserva- 
tion groups and wildlife groups as demonstrated in the Pelton case 
and in the Cowlitz case. 

The whole thing puzzles me—I don’t see the modus operandi of 

rotecting the Salmon River if high Mountain Sheep were licensed. 

f there were some way the Federal Power Commission could bind all 
future Federal Power Commissions and all future Congresses, then I 
would say you could do it, but obviously those things are impossible. 
Therefore. I am still bewildered as to how you are going to protect the 
Salmon River no matter what is done at high Mountain Sheep. The 
only way that I have known to restrain the FPC would be to give the 
Fish and Wildlife Service this collateral jurisdiction. 

You have to face realities in the Congress. 

My bill in an earlier session which was then numbered S, 3185, was 
reported out favorably by the Senate Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. What happened? It got on the Senate calendar 
and it was immediately subjected to a terrific bombardment by both 
public power groups and private utilities. You remember that. 

Mr. Brnrorp. Yes. 

Senator Nrusercer. So, as I say, the machinery of accomplishing 
this—I am sympathetic with much of the Izaak Walton League ob- 
jectives—but the machinery of accomplishing it still eludes me. I 
thought this should be raised because you are ingenius, Mr. Binford, 
and many of your associates are ingenius, and maybe something can 
be worked out. 

Mr. Brnrorp. Well, Senator, if I might be permitted to comment a 
little farther. 

You know, of course, of our tremendous activity in the past of oppo- 
sition to dams. You know, of course, of our personal efforts—and I 
mean my personal efforts as well as others in the Pelton case. I filed 
a brief in the Supreme Court in the Pelton case. 

Senator Neupercer. They were very considerable I know. 

Mr. Brnrorp. I proposed it with great energy, but one by one we 
have lost each one of those fights in our opposition. Now you speak 
of a new procedure. It seems that is a new procedure. This is the 
first time that we have ever gone into an area that was—this is prime 
this Salmon River—and this is the first time that we have ever taken 
one single area that is absolutely essential to the propagation of the 
salmonoids and attempted by the sanctuary approach to hold it. 

We have attempted to do it by State law, which has been ineffective 
both in Oregon and in the State of Washington. We believe that we 
can do it by Congress. 

So it is a new operation that hasn’t been tried before. 

Senator Neusercer. Well, thank you very much. I appreciate your 
discussion and explanation. I just ask these questions to draw out, a 
little further an amplification of your ideas. 
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That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, Mr. Binford. 

The next witness is Mrs, Linker and then Mr. Davidson. Then Mr, 
Sherman and then Mr. Waters. . 

It is the first time we have had a lady on the witness stand. 

Senator Neusercer. I think it ought to be noted, don’t you, that, 
Mrs. Linker is our first distaff witness of this entire hearing. 

Senator Baruerr. It isnoted and applauded. 

Mrs. Linxer. Thank you Senator Bartlett and Senator Neuberger. 

My name is Darlene Linker and I reside at 2125 North Blandena, 
Portland, Oreg. 

My statement is very short and I will read it. 

The Oregon Wildlife Federation is an organization of 31 conserva- 
tion and sporismen’s clubs from almost every section of Oregon, 
They are an affiliate of the National Wildlife Federation of Wash- 
ington, D.C., the largest conservation group in the world. It is our 

urpose and occupation to participate in a comprehensive program 

or the protection, restoration, propagation and conservation of our 
natural resources from a local, State and National point of view. It 
is true that we are especially interested in the wildlife resource whose 
natural habitat we believe is often needlessly sacrificed in the name of 
human progress. We are not interested in the protection and perpetua- 
tion of wildlife at the expense of orderly development of other vital 
resources. We are not antihydropower, antitimber cutting or against 
the development of any resource needed for the benefit of the human 
race. 

We are convinced that we must now abandon much of our well- 
established policy of piecemeal, unorganized commitment of our re- 
maining resources by whomever can prove the ability to convert them 
to financially beneficial uses. Nor is it within our policy to abandon 
the time-honored principle of reseurce development by private in- 
genuity and risk capital in favor of direct. development by a govern- 
mental agency. We wish only to be sure that before commitment our 
governmental agencies have thoroughly examined every potential use 
and effect of such resource commitment and that all interested parties 
have been advised and given a chance to be heard. We thank the 
Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee for this op- 
portunity. 

The Oregon Wildlife Federation has twice passed resolutions favor- 
ing the enactment of S. 1420—once before amendment and once after 
the current amendments of June 3, 1959. Opponents of this legisla- 
tion have long maintained that this was too restrictive and would 
tend to delay needed power development. 

To this we say that it will be much better to have delay and thereby 
an intelligent, multiple use, orderly development of the priceless re- 
sources of the Columbia than to commit further any of the irreplace- 
able power sites to piecemeal development. 

The Oregon Wildlife Federation at their last session in July of this 
ear resolved against the licensing of any dam at this time that. would 
lock anadromous fish runs from the Salmon River. 

They also passed a resolution urging “concerted effort to solve in- 

ternational problems standing in the way of development of such 
proposed dams as Libby, Mica Creek, and Arrow Lakes.” We have 
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also opposed further appropriation for Bruces Eddy on the Clear- 
water. 

The Oregon Wildlife Federation has also passed a resolution favor- 
ing the development of high Mountain Sheep project over the unques- 
tionably undesirable Nez Perce project, providing, of course, that ade- 
quate fish passage facilities for Imnaha River migrants are approved 
by the State and Federal agencies responsible. 

We would support Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, although we 
think the 1964 deadline provides a ridiculously short time to accom- 
plish research accumulated by default over the last 25 years. 

We must find some way to cut redtape and departmental inertia 
which tends to keep our vital research in low gear. We observe little 
if anything being done to accumulate information from such ready- 
made laboratories as are available at Brownlee and Pelton Dams. 

In summary, the Oregon Wildlife Federation favors: 

(1) Enactment of S. 1420. 

(2) Enactment of S. 2856. 

(3) Enactment of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

(4) In addition to the above we would recommend a moratorium 
against the licensing of any further dams or obstructions that would 
involve fisheries in the coastal streams of Oregon or Washington or 
in the Columbia or its tributaries below McNary Dam until such time 
as an acceptable multiple-use program has been developed for the 
Columbia River system and until further fisheries propagation re- 
search has been developed and tested. 

(5) More effort on the part of the Congress and public agencies 
to develop by public or private projects such dams with few conflicts 
of interests such as Libby, Mica Creek, Arrow Lakes, and high Moun- 
tain Sheep, providing Imnaha River fish passage facilities are ap- 
proved by the fishery agencies of the States involved and by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and further provided that passage 
facilities compatible with Brownlee and Oxbow are installed in the 
Snake River. 

In conclusion, we would condemn those who seek to cloud the 
Columbia River resource problems for the sake of political gain. 
Those who blindly support the socialization of the Columbia River 
resources have done much to delay orderly development for the bene- 
fit of mankind. Some of the projects of the Columbia lend them- 
selves admirably to Federal development—others to private develop- 
ment. There is plenty of room and need for both. Continued com- 
petition betwen the two ideologies will only result in a poor com- 
promise instead of a comprehensive development. 

We include also a paper written by Charles H. Callison, conserva- 
tion director of the National Wildlife Federation, expressing the 
policy of that organization with respect to Senate Concurrent Re- 
solution 35. 

I would also like to take advantage of the opportunity to express 
the opinion of my own local club, Western Rod & Reel. 

Senator Barr err. Do so. 

_ Mrs. Linxer. The Western Rod & Reel Club is an active organ- 
ization composed of approximately 250 sportsmen and women of 
Portland, Oreg., who are vitally interested in the conservation of 
our natural resources. We have made a study of S. 1420, S. 2586, and 
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Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. We wish to concur with the state- 
ment as prepared and presented by the Oregon Wildlife Federation 
in the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee hearing 
at Astoria, Oreg. 

Senator Bartiterr. Thank you. 

As chairman of this committee I have a clear right to question you 
first. But in deference to my friend, the distinguished Senator from 
Oregon, I shall suggest that he proceed first. 

Senator Nerusercer. I just have one very brief comment, Mr. Chair- 
man. Earlier I said that I agreed with Mr. Hugh Smith when he 
noted that Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 provided no restraint on 
projects in the Middle Snake that might be authorized by the Con- 
gress. I agreed with him that that was a valid criticism and sugges- 
tion. I want to note here that I agree with Mrs. Linker that the 
time limit provided in Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 is inadvisable 
and I think should be eliminated. That is all that I have to say, 

Senator Barriterr. Thank you. 

Mrs. Linker the paper which you presented from-—written by 
Charlie Callison, is that different from the one from the testimony 
presented at Washington ? 

Mrs. Linker. I don’t believe so. 

Senator Neusercer. It is dated the same day, so that is already in 
the record. 

Senator Barrierr. Personal curiosity dictates my asking you this 
question from the final page of your statement, and I quote: 





Those who blindly support the socialization of the Columbia River resources 
have done much to delay orderly development for the benefit of mankind. 

I guess I am not as familiar with the situation as I should be. What 
do you mean ? 

Mrs. Linker. Well, I am probably one that is not familiar enough 
with it because I didn’t write it. 

Senator Barrierr. Let’s skip that then and go on to another sub- 
ject. I notice in the paper this morning that this is the last day of 
the elk hunting season in Oregon and that is right within the orbit 
of the Oregon Wildlife Federation. Do you have quite a bit of elk 
in the State ¢ 

Mrs. Linker. You are right in the very district of our largest elk 
herd in Clatsop County, as I understand it. 

Senator Bartirrr. And you do have a considerable number of 
elk 

Mrs. Linxer. I do not hunt myself, I am a fisherwoman. 

Senator Bartierr. I was interested in that, I didn’t know you had 
that many elk here. 

Thank you very much, Mrs. Linker. 

Senator Neusercer. Mr. Chairman, you asked Mrs. Linker about 
elk. The journals of the great explorers Lewis and Clark show that 
they decided to make their fort and encampment on the south shore 
of the Columbia River because there were elk herds here at the time, 
rather than on the north shore where the game animals were pre- 
dominantly deer. The reason that they did this was that they were in 
tatters, their clothing had been torn to pieces on the rugged trek over 
the Continental Divide. and they regarded elk hides as far more suit- 
able to replace their clothing than deer hides. 
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Therefore, the present State of Oregon received the first encamp- 
ment of Americans rather than the present State of Washington, and 
it was because of elk herds. So I would say in answer to your ques- 
tion all honor to the elk herds. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Barriterr. Mr. Davidson is now to testify. 

Mr. Davipson. My name is Clayton Davidson. My address is 
1806 North Williams Avenue, Portland, Oreg. I am a partner in the 
Grandma Cookie Co. in Portland, Oreg. We are a 45-year-old, loc- 
ally owned and operated firm dealing exclusively in the manufacture 
and sale of cookies throughout Oregon, southwestern Washington and 
Idaho. We presently employ 76 persons. Last year our payroll was 
$366,000. 

I am presenting this information as a background to show that our 
business is dependent on low-cost. electrical power. We bake with 
electrical heat and operate the longest electrical oven, to our knowl- 
edge, in the United States. Since 1946 our production and sales have 
tripled and our expansion has necessarily paralleled that growth. In 
1950 we were in a 100-foot by 100-foot building at our present loca- 
tion using a 90-foot 25-year-old electrically fired oven. We have ex- 

anded our building to its present size, which is 350 feet long, and 
in 1951 installed a modern baking line using a 140-foot electrically 
heated oven. We have recently completed the installation of a new 
180-foot production line for the manufacture of chocolate-coated mer- 
chandise. All of this growth has increased our need for electrical 
power. We are, at the present time, considering increasing the power 
capacity into our plant, since our demand has more than doubled 
during the past 8 years. We have plans for the installation of an 
additional baking line some time in the next 2 years. 

We are opposed to a 5-year moratorium on the Snake River for a 
number of reasons. First, we are concerned that as our demand for 
additional power grows, we will be able to obtain not only sufficient 

ower, but at a cost that will enable us to compete with merchandise 
Bary shipped in from other areas. 

We are also concerned that a moratorium will affect the growth of 
industries presently located in our area and have a negative effect on 
industries considering our area for future location, thereby affecting 
our potential market and future growth. 

Because of the present limitations regarding distribution of fed- 
erally generated power we feel very strongly that, to insure a supply 
of power to meet. the growing power needs of Oregon, the Mountain 
Sheep project should be built without delay. 

We do not suggest that the problems of the fisheries industries 
should be ignored, but are in agreement with them that an extensive 
research program should be put into effect. immediately so that the 
fisheries industries may overcome the problems presented by hydro- 
electric dams. 

Tt is our understanding thot. plans for the Mountain Sheep provide 
facilities for the passage of fish both upstream and downstream in the 
Snake and Imnaha Rivers, leaving the Salmon River open to migrat- 
ing fish as it is at the present time. 

If the growth and increase in power requirements of our small 
company can be used as a measure, we think that every effort should 
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be made to meet the demand and that the Mountain Sheep project 
should not be delayed. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, Mr. Davidson. 

Do you have any questions, Senator Neuberger ? 

Senator Neupercer. No thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Barrierr. I do, since the subject relates to cookies. 

How come you have to use such a long oven. 

Mr. Davipson. Well, in commercial baking of cookies, you bake on 
the same principle as a housewife. She bakes a cookie for 7 minutes, 
We bake one for 7 minutes. We are merely taking it from one point 
to another while we are doing that and the longer the oven the faster 
its merchandise moves through. It is a matter of speed. 

Senator Bartitetrr. You have so much volume you have to have a 
lot of small ovens or one big one. 

Mr. Davipson. Yes, and cooling is a factor also for the length of 
our plant. 

Senator Bartierr. Do you cook the average cookie for 7 minutes? 

Mr. Davinson. I would say 7 is a good average. 

Senator Barrierr. Well, what proportion of your costs of pro- 
ducing goes into electrical power, do you know ? 

Mr. Davinson. About 1 percent, I think. 

Senator Bartierr. About 1 percent. 

You spoke here of the possibility of competition with cookies being 
shipped in from other areas. How far away might such shipments 
come / 

Mr. Davipson. We have had competition from many areas in the 
Middle West and some as far as the east coast. The competitive factor 
that we face is lower wage rates coming from out of the South and 
the Middle West. 

Senator Barrierr. That is all, thank you, Mr. Davidson. 

Mr. Sherman. 

Mr. Suerman. My name is W. P. Sherman. I am president of the 
firm in Portland called Portland Willamette Co., 2136 S.E. Seventh 
Avenue, Portland, Oreg. I am also representing here today another 
portion of the same operation which is identified under the name of 
Modern Firescreens Co. 

We are a manufacturing firm located in this area in Portland, and 
selling all over the United States, some sales into Canada, and we 
have a number of good accounts in Alaska. We have recently sold 
quite a few fireplace screens in Johannesburg, South Africa. 

I hope that I may just briefly give you a résumé of what is actually 
contained in this statement, because the bulk of it is identical wit 
this thought in my mind. I represent someone who came into this 
area from the outside with the intention of developing a business as 
a result of power available in this area. Now the same thing applies, 
I am sure Senator, in your area in Alaska. The people are looking 
at Alaska with the same thought in mind. 

We started with practically nothing and in 1946 the firm manu- 
facturing the fireplace screens consisted of three men in the basement 
of a house. The distribution and selling organization represented 
one small room in a warehouse. By 1949 we had grown to such a 
point that we invested everything that we had and went way out on 
the limb. We succeeded in obtaining a building that was 100 by 100 
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feet and three stories high and 30,000 square feet, just in time for the 
Korean crisis to come along and which included a threatened mora- 
torium on nonferrous metals as well as ferrous metals. In addition 
to that there was considerable talking about a brown out curtaining 
power and if necessary the reduction of power for nonessential activi- 
ties which included us. 

Everything that we had was invested in an overhead which was 
continuing and which we could not curtail if those events came to 
pass. 

Our power consumption in 1946 of course was negligible, but by 
1950 we had reached a power consumption of approximately 60,000 
kilowatt-hours. By 1959 we had grown to a point where we acquired 
a building of 48,000 square feet, taking up a full city block. 

We had increased our sales to between a million and a million and 
a half dollars. Our power consumption projected for the total of 
the year was approximately 350,000 kilowatt-hours. 

For the plans that we have for this new building we are estimating 
in 1964 something like 250,000 kilowatt-hours. These, of course, I 
realize are modest amounts of electrical power but they indicate a 
percentage growth factor which is repeated and multiplied many 
times over by small businessmen like myself. 

Senator Neuberger, you may be interested to know that 97 percent 
of our sales come from outside the city of Portland and 94 percent of 
of our sales come from outside the State of Oregon. 

Senator Bartterr. You mean outside the city of Portland ? 

Mr. SurrMan. 97 percent of our sales come from outside the city 
of Portland and 94 percent of our sales come from outside the State 
of Oregon. In other words, we do very little business in our own par- 
ticular area here, and for this reason my testimony—I am thinking 
in terms of a slightly different perspective—I am thinking in terms 
of competing in the national market and of our future and the futures 
of others in our area, Textronics and lots of them are in the metal 
work business. 

It might interest you to know that in the process of this growth 
cycle we were accompanied by a great many other firms obviously 
because of this very relevant fact. 

About a year and a half ago it came to the attention of the people 
that the light metals industry for the first time in history had suc- 
ceeded lumber as the No. 1 employer in the Portland area. 

In other words, while that one industry was losing its first place 
position in the Portland area, this new light metals industry was 
rising to supplant it. Has even a greater potential than the lumber 
industry had in the past time. 

We have done everything possible that we could to compete in the 
national market, but it is real difficult for us to take metal products 
for instance into Detroit and successfully market them there. De- 
troit has an abundance of skills where metal products are concerned. 
As Portland’s industries develop we tend to attract allied and sup- 
porting industries and these industries in turn provide each other 
with greater access to inventories of raw materials to which you have 
not previously had access. 

Additionally, they provide you with accelerated techniques, ad- 
vanced techniques in the area which in turn gives you the opportunity 
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to avail yourself of those techniques as they become prevalent and are 
currently used and the information is available in an area. We de- 
veloped the skills in the men that we have, but they were not avail- 
able in the Portland area. When we came here we had to teach men 
to do what we wanted done. _We have now a plant that has, I think, 
85 men employed, plus 20 or 25 people in the office. 

Our growth, as I say, is comparatively small] but yet it is significant 
on the long range basis. 

Now, my position here, of course I do not want to get into the ques- 
tion of public power versus private power. That is not my reason for 
being here. I don’t want to be in the position of being against. the 
fisheries industry or anything of that sort. My thoughts are purely 
positive. I am looking forward to the desire for an abundance of 
power in this area and it is for this reason that I am opposed to any- 
thing in the nature of a moratorium where development of our power 
resources are concerned. 

The fisheries, the research where the fisheries are concerned is won- 
derful. The only complaint that I have is that it is probably 25 years 
late. Where the development. of the Salmon River is concerned, I am 
opposed to any moratorium on building in that area or any setting 
it aside as a sanctuary where it is not available to power projects. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

a Bartierr. On the record. 

Mr. SuerMan. I want to state opposition to the Fish and Wildlife 
Service having a veto power over the activities of what might be vital 
to a much larger and much more comprehensive group. Positively I 
do want to be on record in favor of multipurpose development of the 

Jolumbia River to its greatest possible extent. 

That is the essence of the statement that I have here. The last page 
which was accidently oimitted will be transported to the address given 
me here to be attached to the statement in Washington. 

Senator Barrierr. Does that conclude your statement? 

Mr. Suerman. That concludes my statement. 

Senator Barrierr. And the written presentation will be included 
in full. 

Mr. Suerman. Thank you, sir. 

(Full statement follows :) 

In order that you may know something about my background, and my reason 
for appearing here today, I would like to take just a few moments to give you 
a thumbnail sketch of the background of the two companies which I represent. 

At the time the war ended, I was still a resident of Helena, Mont., where I 
was engaged in the retail music business. My desire to grow economically ex- 
ceeded the potentials that I could visualize in Helena and the immediate vicin- 
ity. With that thought in mind, I started out to make a careful analysis of the 
area in which I felt I would enjoy spending the balance of my life. The survey 
included the major cities in Colorado, Idaho, Washington and Oregon. When 
I had compiled all the data that I felt was important to this decision, it ap- 
peared that Portland, Oreg. had the greatest potential of any city in the North- 
west. The two biggest single reasons for that decision were these : 

1. Someone showed me here, a large map upon which was projected the 
entire Columbia River complex. Upon it, they had designated, as memory 
Serves, approximately 18 major power installations. These represented the 
ultimate in development of the vast hydroelectric potential of the Northwest 


area. 
2. As a fortune of pure geography, the Columbia River itself was the water 


level route to the Hinterlands and the interior; a transportation natural, as 
it were. 
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There was both a tremendous amount of power and a tremendous potential 
in transportation that tended to funnel down through the Portland area. The 
visions of what could be achieved economically under such wonderfully favor- 
able circumstances were most powerful incentives. 

In November of 1945, I became associated with a group of men who had 
started a very small scale distributing business. Since I was the only active 
member, it represented a one man wholesale organization, and at that time 
selling was no problem, but purchasing worthwhile goods for resale was most 
difficult for a new firm with no previous purchasing history and only a very 
small amount of capital. At this Same time, a man by the name of Gordon 
Nelson, who had saved up a few dollars during the war from his service in 
the merchant marine, started, with two other men, to manufacture fireplace 
screens in the basement of a house. He called his firm Modern Firescreens Co. 
Our firm was called Portland Willamette Co. Portland for the city, Willamette 
for the river. The requirements for Modern Firescreens were sales; the re- 
quirements for Portland Willamette Co. was a product to sell. We joined 
forces and began to seek outlets for these products. By 1947, we had con- 
siderably enlarged our Overall activity. Gordon Nelson had moved the manu- 
facturing facilities into a second story of an unused warehouse. Portland 
Willamette Co, occupied one small room in a warehouse on the other side of 
town. Lecause we were not well known in the vicinity, we had to range into 
the outlying areas to get our sales. We reached into California, Washington, 
and gradually into the other Western States. 

By 1949, we had acquired good sources of supply and sulflicient momentum 
to build a small 50 x 100 concrete block building on the east side. Factory 
employees at that time numbered 12 or 14 men, and Portland Willamette Co. 
had enlarged its operation to 3 representatives and 3 people in the office. 
At that time, we began reaching into markets on the eastern side of the 
Mississippi River. Business tended to expand so rapidly then, that a three- 
story concrete building 100 x 100 feet at S.E. Sth and Alder was purchased. 
By 1958, we had outgrown that space, and we acquired a new plant, taking 
up a full city block at 2136 S.E. 7th. We had now grown to a point of employ- 
ing approximately 85 people in the plant and 20 to 25 people in the oflice. 
We had a staff of 12 representatives scattered around the United States; repre- 
sentatives in eastern and western Canada, and a representative in Johannes- 
burg, South Africa, as well as Alaska. We now occupy almost 50,000 square 
feet of Space in our new location. The fireplace equipment industry is not a 
very large industry of itself. We have come from last place in the industry 
almost to first place where our specialty is concerned, and that is fireplace 
screens themselves, custom tailored to individual fireplaces. 

Two things about our growth cycle that should be interesting to you people 
here today: 

1. Our growth where the consumption of kilowatt-hours of electricity is con- 
eerned, and our activities where actual expenditures are concerned with the 
consumption and use of electrical energy. The figures here will give you a 
fair idea percentagewise as to how the consumption of electrical energy has 
appeared where our firm is concerned. 

Our power usage in 1950 was about 60,000 kilowatt-hours. In 1956 it had 
grown to 300,000 kilowatt-hours. The estimated consumption in 1959 was 
350,000 kilowatt-hours, and the estimated consumption of kilowatt-hours in 
1964 would be 650,000. 

2. I want to point out something that is tremendously important from an 
unquestionably selfish point of view. About 97 percent of our sales are outside 
the city of Portland. About 94 percent of our sales are outside of the State of 
Oregon, yet our sales and the money coming into Oregon through our activity 
is running between $1 million and $114 million per annum. This is a compara- 
tively small amount of money considering the overall economic picture of the 
area, but the growth itself and the repetition of this growth over and over again 
by small business firms like ours, points up the potential that Oregon has. Our 
small firm and firms like it have had a powerful impact on the economy of the 
Portland area. A diversified industrial background for any area is certainly 
a blessing, and about a year ago, for the first time in history, the light metals 
industry succeeded the lumbering industry as the No. 1 employer in the Portland 
area. While the major industry of the area was declining, our firm and others 
like it were growing and succeeded in taking up the slack created by the activity 
generated by firms such as our own. We are at a substantial economic disadvan- 
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tage on paper because of time involved to deliver our products to major markets, 
transportation costs involved in supplying major markets, and transportation 
costs required to transport essential raw materials to our plant even from the 
east coast and other distant areas. We have only been able to market our 
products in major eastern markets by staying consistently one jump ahead of 
the competition. We've used better marketing techniques; we’ve devised better 
products, and we have successfully outmaneuvered competing manufacturers, 
The skilled men in our plant did not come to us already trained. ‘The skills 
that we wanted were not generally available in the Portland area. We there- 
fore, trained these men ourselves, and as is so often the case, skilled men have 
occasionally broken off from our plant and formed their own firms. The activity 
we represent in this industry has been multiplied by offshoots from our own firm, 

We have ranged far and wide to hire people who could help us. For instance, 
one man in our plant was working ina Messerschmidt factory in Germany while 
I was flying P—40’s in Italy. We have machines from western Germany and 
other materials from Europe. We have imported brass items from England and 
sold them in Texas. We have brought raw wire in from Massachusetts, made 
it into fireplace screens and sold it in South Africa. We have brought in cast 
iron products from Kentucky and sold them in Alaska. 

The crux of the whole presentation here today now is this: We can overcome 
many disadvantages providing that we are in the center of a dynamic growth 
area. By that I mean that we must have continually available to us the latest 
in business techniques ranging from integrated data processing on our paper- 
work to the newest type metal working, plating and other allied techniques. 
In my travels around the United States the last few years, I have been exceed- 
ingly distressed to learn of the harm that conflict, where our power development 
is concerned, has caused the long-range growth cycle in this area. I do not 
blame anyone for this conflict. Each side has espoused a philosophical position 
which was most important to themselves. I heard much talk all over the United 
States about the controversy that was raging in the Northwest area. The 
controversy itself not only pointed out to everyone the fact that we were fighting 
amongst ourselves, which would delay the provision for adequate power in this 
area, but even worse, they pointed a big finger at a current shortage of power 
which did, in fact, exist. When you speak of a moratorium therefore, it causes 
me to flinch because of what I feel it will do again to a growth cycle which 
should be very nearly explosive in the early 1960’s. There is no guarantee in 
this law that the problem will be resolved by the date set in 1964. The target 
date appears to be a point at which negotiations would once more begin. They 
would then be met with the same divergence of opinion that exists today. If it 
were within my own power as an administrator, I would direct that the opposing 
parties be put upon a crash program to develop a compatible formula. It is 
urgent, in the best interest of the Northwest that we be embarked upon a posi- 
tive program of action. My feeling is that a moratorium, no matter how valid 
the intended goal, will put the Northwest long out of the national economic 
footrace. 

It is most detrimental to the Northwest, where soliciting new industry is 
concerned, to have a hydroelectric moratorium even voiced, let alone enacted, 
on such a vital area of potential power development as the Middle Snake River. 
Other States, other regions, even other nations, are bidding for industries that 
may even now be considering a location in the Northwest. Everyone of these 
competing areas would use the moratorium as a selling point against the North- 
west, while soliciting industry for their own areas. We in the Northwest there- 
fore, would get a wealth of unfavorable publicity that would prove damaging to 
us Over a very long period of time. 

If such a moratorium were put into effect, Northwest industries, who are now 
preeminent in their field, or who are at least competing successfully in their 
field (and I am thinking in terms of competition in the national market) might 
be irreparably damaged if a lack of firm power commitments prevented timely 
expansion and modernization of their manufacturing facilities. Other areas, 
with a better opportunity to distribute their products because of better access 
to raw material sources, less travel time and less travel expense for movement 
of their products to major population centers, will quickly exploit any advan- 
tages given to them by an actual or rumored power shortage among the North- 
west industries. We got a great deal of unfavorable national publicity as a 
result of the Hells Canyon controversy and subsequently lost a substantial 
amount of new industry that had contemplated locating in the Northwest, 
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Aluminum industriey in the Northwest are already at a disadvantage because 
of the transportation rates involved to their major markets. I fear we will 
also find these large companies tending to let their Northwest facilities depreci- 
ate themselves out of existence if they are additionally threatened with a power 
shortage. 

To be properly able to expand as jobmakers, tax sources, and developers of 
wealth related to their activities, Northwest industries must have not only an 
adequate supply of electric power, but an actual surplus continually available 
above their minimum requirements. It is this available surplus that will en- 
courage expansion. Northwest industries, to be able to properly expand and 
mature must continually be firmed up and stimulated by new industries allied 
to and in support of their own manufacturing efforts. Northwest industries 
must, in order to compete in other than reginoal markets, have a continually 
expanding access to transportation facilities and raw material sources, both 
of which tend to become lower in cost. A 5-year moratorium on development of 
the middle Snake River is certainly not to be considered as anything but dia- 
metrically opposed to the potential rate of growth which Northwest area must 
maintain and must maintain specifically in the key expansion era (the early 
sixties) covered by the proposed moratorium. 

I sincerely hope that you will not regard this presentation as negative. I 
do not want to get into the question of private power versus public power, nor 
into the question of conservation as opposed to hydroelectric development. I 
do want to go on the record in the positive sense, however, as being thoroughly 
in favor of multipurpose development of our total water resources here in the 
Northwest, without delay. It seems to me that you must project the past popu- 
lation rates of growth, the revenue created in this area by various economic 
acivities, based upon their postwar performance, and then, in viewing the pro- 
jected picture, make the decisions now that will provide the greatest good for 
the greatest number. 


Senator Nreupercer. I would just like to ask several questions if I 

may, Senator Bartlett. 

Where does your firm buy its energy, Mr. Sherman, from what. 
source ¢ 

Mr. Suerman. Do you mean the name of the local utility? 

Senator NecBercer. Yes. 

Mr. Suerman. Portland General Electric. 

Senator Neusercer. Portland General Electric? 

Mr. SuerMan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Neurercer. I think they in turn receive some 60 percent 
of their power supply, if I am not mistaken, from the Bonneville 
system. 

Mr. SHERMAN, Yes, sir. 

Senator NEUBERGER. So you are dependent on a private ¢ abs uy for 
distribution of a substantial proportion si Federal kilowatts. I think 
that you did not want to get involved in the publie-versus-private- 
power controversy, but you were merely utgig further power develp- 
ments in this area r: ather than a moratorium; is that correct ¢ 

Mr. SuermMan. That is correct, sir. May I add one thing. 

I am a great believer in the team that I am on being first and if I 
am here in the Northwest this is the area that I would ey to see 
develop. I know that this word “moratorium” as well as the pre- 
vious controversy in the Northwest over the high Hells Canyon situa- 
tion has been very detrimental to the Northwest where consideration 
by outlying industries is ¢ concerned as an area in which to establish a 
manufacturing or other facilities for future deve ‘lopment. 

Senator Neveercer. I want to say this, yours is certainly the kind 
of company that we need in our State, because I think that you said 
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that something like 94 percent of your product is sold outside of 
Oregon. 

Mr. Suerman. That is absolutely correct. 

Senator Nreupercer. This brings income into Oregon and if I am 
not mistaken it is the kind of operation Alaska needs, too. Both of 
our States are frontier States and we need to have products that are 
sold outside the State. 

The question, of course, that we face is this. You mentioned not 
desiring a moratorium on the Salmon River because of the great 
power potential there. There is no question you are correct about 
the power potential. Itis enormous. Yet what do you say to people 
in a community like Astoria where their main source of income is 
from the fishing industry, and at least 30 percent of the fish on which 
they rely for economic prosperity must get up the Salmon River to 
spawn or the run will not be perpetuated. 

It is a very difficult question because you are almost confronted 
with these omnipotent powers where the expansion of one industry 
can mean the doom of another. 

Mr. SHerMAN. Senator, may I make a comment here. 

You mentioned the elk herds which were here at the time of Lewis 
and Clark and they are still here today. And you mentioned at noon 
today that Astoria was founded as a result of the fur trade and yet 
Astoria is still here today. 

Senator Neupercer. And yet, let me say this, actually if you look 
at the figures, Astoria has had ‘ereat difficulty if I am not mistaken, 
Astoria has not kept pace with the population gains in the rest of 
our State, with bank deposits, with job opportunities and so forth. 

I don’t see very many of the local people here who could corroborate 
or refute what I have said, but if I am not mistaken I think a good 
deal of the statistics would bear this out. As I say it is such a difficult 
thing because I believe very strongly in more power development for 
industries whether it be your production of screens or Grandma 
cookies or any other industry. 

Yet, I also know that building some of these dams in places like 
the Salmon River can mean the end of another industry. It is an 
extremely great dilemma to me and I tell you that candidly. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Sir, I noticed the other day that they have in some 
remote section of Florida down there comparable to what this location 
would be in Oregon. They are developing a huge transmitter based 
upon some type of communication that they have been able to develop 
with underwater craft. The towers will be something like 900 feet— 
some 900-odd feet high, equal to the Eiffel Tower and the complex 
will be the equivalent--the transmitting complex will be the equiva- 
lent of comasiicinas like 11 Pentagon buildings. In addition to that, 
their watt output is estimated something like two-million watts. I 
don’t quite comprehend how this is supposed to be supplied with elec- 
trical power, but I presume that there is something in the offing. But 
at any rate there in a very remote location will be developed an eco- 
nomic activity that will certainly be the equal of Astoria. That is 
something in the future. This, as I say, I have no way of knowing 
what the answer is. I think that the research i is about 25 years late 
on the salmon, and I think the same thing is coming up in ’ Alaska. 
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Senator Bartierr. Well, you are absolutely right. There is no 
doubt about that at all. 

Senator Nreupercer. I think that is a very true statement, don’t you, 
Senator Bartlett. 

Senator Barrierr. Oh, yes, possibly we have lagged too long. We 
should have done many of these basic research investigations years 
and years ago. We, in all probability, wouldn’t be confronted by the 
situation in which we now find ourselves. 

Senator Nrunercer. Of course not, some of our research may be even 
a little late in outer space, just as it is happening as well as on some 
of these rivers in Alaska and in the 

Mr. SuHerMan. Sir, this brings me back to the crux of the whole 
matter. I was relating to somebody today that it reminded me of a 
situation when I was a little boy and we got out onto a lake in a boat 
that we had say, borrowed from a dock. The owner in order to pre- 
vent anyone from taking the boat had left the oars but had removed 
the oar locks. Of course this did not deter children and we managed 
to get out on this lake, but a storm came up and we were in real trou- 
ble. With the equipment that we had we couldn’t even keep the boat 
headed into the wind let alone get any place. I was with a fellow by 
the name of Johnny Burke, and in recognizing the situation I picked 
up my oar and put it in the bottom of the boat and prepared to hang 
on to the boat and ride it out as best I could. Burke was paddling 
madly over the backend of the boat and he happened to turn around 
and he looked - me and he looked at the oar in the bottom of the boat 
and he said, “Row, damn you, row in some direction anyhow.’ 

Senator B artiett. I think that is well said, and I think that we need 
to put the ship of state into the wind and hold it there. 

Mr. SuHermMan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Nrupercer. I think that one thing all of this demonstrates 
is that we need more research. It was not long ago that we had a 
member of the Cabinet who said he wasn’t interested in funds for 
basic research because he didn’t care why grass was green or fried 
potatoes were brown. But I don’t think that we can take that posi- 
tion. We have got to know a lot more about outer space, and fire 
screens and salmon. 

Mr. Suerman. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Barrierr. The names of no other witnesses appear on the 
paper before me. Is there anyone else here desirous of being heard? 

(No response. ) 

Senator Barrierr. Apparently not, so the Astoria hearing will be 
adjourned and the committee will convene again at Lewiston, Idaho, 
on November 12, 1959. I notice, Mr. Huse, that the time listed there 
was 9:30. I think maybe we had better make that 9 o’clock. 

On my own behalf, I want to thank all of the citizens of Astoria, 
who have testified, and those from out of town who have come before 
the committee to express their views on this proposed legislation, I 
want to thank Charles De Foe of the Astoria Chamber of Commerce 
for his help in arranging this hearing. He did a good job. 

Most importantly of all, I think, I w ‘ant to thank Senator Neuberger 
for having arranged this hear ing in Oregon and made it possible for 
the committee to accumulate such a vast amount of useful informa- 
tion. 








284 


COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN FISHERY RESOURCES 


Senator Neupercer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is we here in 
Astoria and in Oregon who are in your debt and Senator Magnuson’s 
debt and Mr. Huse’s debt, and I think we have received a great deal 
of excellent and valuable information from all of the witnesses on 
the various sides of this complex issue. 

Particularly I want to express my gratitude to you for coming from 
so far to help us so much. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you. 

The committee will recess. 

(Whereupon, at 5:40 p.m., Tuesday, November 10, 1959, the hear- 
ing was adjourned, to reconvene at Lewiston, Idaho, on Thursday 
November 1 2, 1959, at 9 a.m.) 

SECRETARY OF UNITED BROTHERS OF CARPENTERS 
AND JOINERS OF AM ERICA, 
Bremerton, Wash., January 8, 1960. 


’ 


Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senator, Senate C ommittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: Carpenters Local Union No. 1597 went on record at 
their meeting of January 7, 1960, as being in favor of dam construction on the 
Snake River. The local is against any type of moratorium which would cause 
delay in dam construction at this time or in the future. We are referring to 
section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

It is our understanding that the problem of fish preservation is the excuse 
being used in requesting a moratorium but after investigation of this problem, 
we are convinced that if the Salmon River is left unobstructed that we can 
have both power and fish. 

We further realize that our need is for power now and not 10 years in the 
future. 

Yours truly, 
MARION E. HUGHEs, 
President. 
Don R. FLEMING, 
Corresponding Secretary. 





SALEM INTERNATIONAL LIONS CLUB, 
Salem, Oreg., January 15, 1960. 
Hon. E, L. BARTLETT, 
Chairman of the Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, Senate Office Building, Washington, D.@. 

Dear SENATOR BARTLETT: The Salem Lions Club of Salem, Oreg., wish to 

present the following resolution : 
“RESOLUTION 


“Whereas an abundance of low-cost power is vital to the continued progress 
and growth of the State of Oregon; and 

“Whereas additional and new power resources will be needed in Oregon by 
the mid 1960's; and 

“Whereas immediate construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam by Pacific 
Northwest Power Co. will assure Oregon and its citizens of a substantial portion 
of its low-cost hydropower by 1965; and 

“Whereas high Mountain Sheep was recommended in the major water plan 
by the division engineer of the Corps of Engineers, U.S.A., and by the Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors as a unit in the overall development of 
the Columbia Basin ; and 

“Whereas high Mountain Sheep Dam will develop 2 million kilowatts of power 
in ultimate capability, approximately 5 years and thus delay completion of 
high Mountain Sheep Dam until approximately 1970: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That this organization opposes the moratorium features of Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35.” 


Harry W. Scort, Secretary. 
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INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS, 
LocaL UNION No. 982, 
Coos Bay, Oreg., December 17, 1959. 
Mr. RoBert W. Roor, 
Chairman, Oregon State Water Resources Board, 
Salem, Oreg. 


DEAR Sirs: In connection with the hearing to be held on the application of 
the Pacific Northwest Power Co. for a license to build high Mountain Sheep 
Dam, on January 5, 1960, please enter the following as a part of the official 
record: 

Local 932 of the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers favors 
immediate construction of high Mountain Sheep by Pacific Northwest Power Co. 

We favor this project because it will create work for our members and others 
in the building trades; because it will make available the needed power when 
it will be needed; because it guarantees a sanctuary for fish on the Salmon 
River and meets the approval of those who are primarily concerned with the 
fish problem and because it meets the test of full resource development. 

We sincerely urge the State water resources board to consider favorably 
with us and the many other farsighted people in the Northwest the licensing of 
this needed project. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. W. NICHOLS, Jr., President. 


INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WoRKERS, LocAL 112, 
Pasco, Wash., December 28, 1959. 
Rosert W. Roor, 
Chairman, Oregon State Water Resource Board, 
Salem, Oreg. 


Deak Mr. Root: In regard to a hearing to be held January 5, 1960, in Salem, 
Oreg., on the Northwest Power Co. request for a license to build high Mountain 
Sheep Dam, Local Union 112 of the International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers would like this resolution to be entered as part of the official record on 
your hearing on January 5. 

We favor this project because of the work opportunities that will be afforded 
to the building trades. This dam will make available the needed power when 
it is needed, and will guarantee a sanctuary for fish on the Salmon River. And, 
it meets with approval of the people who are primarily concerned with the fish 
problem. And, last but not least, it will give full resource development to the 
canyon in regards to power, water storage, and flood control. 

We would like to sincerely urge the State water resources board to consider 
favorably with us the licensing of this great project. We feel as many others 
feel that a hydroelectric project, the size of high Mountain Sheep Dam, if it is 
built, would have a great economic value to the States of Oregon, Washington, 
and Idaho. We feel very strongly that if the power becomes available, that 
along with power will come the much-needed industry into this area. 

I would like to state that this local union has jurisdiction over the inside 
electrical work in the following counties of eastern Oregon: Baker, Grant, 
Wheeler, Gilliam, Morrow, Umatilla, Union, and Wallows. 

Thanking you, and with kindest regards, 

Sincerely yours, 
E. D. Coketry, Business Manager. 


TILLAMOOK, OREG., December 20, 1959. 
Subject: Vote No on section 3 of Senate Resolution 35. Yes on balance. Let’s 
get on with it. 

Mr. Rosert W. Root, 
Chairman, Oregon State Water Resources Board, 
Salem, Oreg. 

Dear Sir: From all the available information which applies in a decision as 
to the merits of demerits of a 5-year moratorium on dam construction along the 
Middle Snake River, the facts, in my opinion, are as follows: 
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1. The high Mountain Sheep Dam, or the Nez Perce are the only ouves of 
several alternative comparable projects whose construction could be started 
immediately. None of the four reports presented since 1947 by various interested 
agencies recommends Nez Perce, all of them recommend Mountain Sheep. 

2. Increased power must be provided, which means projects must be arranged 
for well in advance, if the demands of our Northwest area are to be met as 
needed. 

3. A moratorium will delay the availability of the new power. 

4. High Mountain Sheep Dam will protect the spawning of salmon and steel- 
head in the Salmon River. 

5. Nez Perce will destroy at least part of the spawning grounds by flooding 
and block completely the fish runs up the Salmon River. 

6. A moratorium will not change the present status. 

Therefore, as a voter and taxpayer of the Pacific Northwest, I say: Vote No 
on Section 3, Yes on balance of Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35. 

Yours truly, 
T. E. REYNOLDs. 


PENDLETON, OREGON LABOR COUNCIL, 
Pendleton, Oreg., January 22, 1959. 
Mr. RosBert W. Root, 
Chairman, Oregon State Water Resources Board, 
Portland, Oreg. 

DEAR Srr: In connection with the hearing to be held on the application of 
the Pacific Northwest Power Co. for a license to build high Mountain Sheep 
Dam, on January 5, 1960, please enter the following as a part of the official 
record: 

Pendleton Oregon Labor Council AFL-CIO favors immediate construction 
of high Mountain Sheep by Pacific Northwest Power Co. 

We favor this project because it will create work for our members and others 
in the building trades; because it will make available the needed power when 
needed; because it guarantees a sanctuary for fish on the Salmon River and 
meets the approval of those who are primarily concerned with the fish problem 
and because it meets the test of full resource development. 

We sincerely urge the State Water Resource Board to consider favorably 
and with us and the many other farsighted people in the Northwest and licensing 
of this needed project. 

Sincerely yours, 
Myra BEcK, Secretary. 


PENDLETON. OREG., December 22, 1959. 
Mr. Rospert W. Roor, 
Chairman, Oregon State Water Resources Board, 
Portiand, Oreg. 

Dear Srr: In connection with the hearing to be held on the application of 
the Pacific Northwest Power Co. for a license to build high Mountain Sheep 
Dam, on January 5, 1960, please enter the following as a part of the official 
record: 

Local Union No. 682, AFL-CIO, favors immediate construction of high Moun- 
tain Sheep by Pacific Northwest Power Co. 

We favor this project because it will create work for our members and others 
in the building trades; because it will make available the needed power when 
it will be needed; because it guarantees a sanctuary for fish on the Salmon River 
and meets the approval of those who are primarily concerned with the fish 
problem and because it meets the test of full resource development. 

We sincerely urge the State Water Resources Board to consider favorably 
with us and the many other farsighted people in the Northwest the licensing 
of this needed project. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLYDE LOPER, 
President, Local Union No. 682. 
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PENDLETON, OrEG., December 23, 1959. 
Mr. Rosert W. Root, 


Chairman, Oregon State Water Resources Board, 
Portland, Oreg. 

Deak Sir: In connection with the hearing to be held on the application of 
the Pacific Northwesst Power Co. for a license to build high Mountain Sheep 
Dam, on January 5, 1960, please enter the following as a part of the official 
record ; 

The Pendleton Building Trades AFL-CIO favors immediate construction of 
high Mountain Sheep by Pacific Northwest Power Co. 

We favor this project because it will create work for our members and others 
in the building trades; because it will make available the needed power when 
it will be needed; because it guarantees a sanctuary for fish on the Salmon 
River and meets the approval of those who are primarily concerned with the 
fish problem and because it meets the test of full resource development. 

We sincerely urge the State water resources board to consider favorably 
with us and the many other farsighted people in the Northwest the licensing 
of this needed project. 

Sincerely yours, 
Cart O. PEDERSEN, 
President, Pendleton Building Trades. 


JANUARY 5, 1960. 
Rosert W. Root, 


Chairman, Oregon State Water Resources Board, 
Salem, Oreg. 


DEAR Sir: We strongly recommend the favorable consideration of the Pacific 
Northwest Power Co.’s request to construct high Mountain Sheep Dam on the 
Snake River. 

Based on a careful analysis of the several interests involved in the planning 
of this section of the Snake River. It appears to us that the construction of 
high Mountain Sheep Dam by the Northwest Power Co. offers the most reason- 
able solution to the increasing power demand in the Northwest. 

Further, the thinking motivating such measures as section III of Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35 appears to be adverse to the orderly development of 
the power potential of the Snake River and represents an attempt by special 
interest groups to enforce a specific philosophy rather than develop the resource. 

We again urge the Oregon State Water Resources Board to fayorably con- 
sider the request for construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam by the Pacific 
Northwest Power Co. and further, use what influence they deem advisable, to 
restrict or prohibit any Federal legislation, through a moratorium or otherwise, 
that will acversely affect the immediate licensing of this specifie project. 

Sincerely, 
Tom R. CHAMBERLIN. 
President, Yaquina Bay Dock & Dredge Co. 


CoquimLte, OrEG., December 30, 1959. 
Re Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 
Mr. Rosert W. Root, 


Chairman Oregon State Water Resources Board, 
Salem, Oreg. 


Deak Sir: In connection with the hearing to be held on January 5, 1960, on the 
application of the Pacific Northwest Power Co. for a license to build high Moun- 
tain Sheep Dam, local 197 of the Utility Workers Union of America, AFL-CIO 
wishes to go on record as being in favor of the construction of this dam by the 
Pacific Northwest Power Co. 

We are in favor of this project, as it will create work for electrical workers and 
others in the building trades, also it will make available power when needed. 

Local 197, UWUA, sincerely urges the State water resources board to act 
favorably in the licensing of this project. 

Sincerely yours, 
By JAMEs L. WATSON, 
Secretary-Treasurer, UWUA Local No. 197. 
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ArcH CapE, OrEG., January 5, 1960. 
Mr. Rosert W. Roor, 
Chairman Oregon State Water Resources Board, 
Salem, Oreg. 


Deak Mr. Root: I am retired and living in Arch Cape. I write in regard to 
the proposal of Pacific Northwest Power Co. to develop the Mountain Sheep 
power site on the Snake River, which you are now considering in public hearing, 

There is a great need in the Northwest for more privately financed, tax-pay- 
ing power development. We need a greater ratio of private power to the total, 
and a correspondingly lesser ratio of Federal power with its discriminatory 
preference provisions. One way to achieve this is to encourage sound private 
development proposals such as high Mountain Sheep as projected by Pacific 
Northwest Power Co. 

Here is a project that, if built by Pacific Northwest Power Co., will assure 
for Oregon 50 percent of its production; will pay a large tax to Oregon and 
Idaho; will keep inviolate for salmon spawning the Imnaha and the Salmon 
Rivers, where a large percentage of the salmon migrating above McNary Dam 
now spawn; will provide a storage reservoir of 344 million acre-feet, useful 
in regulating the flow in the lower Columbia and bringing benefits to the power- 
plants below the confluence of the Snake. 

May I also put in a word in opposition to section 3 of Senate Concurrent Reso- 
lution 35, which would close this reach of the Snake to all development until 
1964, while the Secretary of the Interior studies the fish-dam problem. I am 
for the preservation of the salmon and steelhead fishery. But I see in this reso- 
lution more of obstruction than of preservation. I look upon it as a political 
maneuver by the public power bloc to obstruct any and every development pro- 
posed by the private power companies in the hope that they, the public power 
advocates, can eventually find ways of permanently stopping all private devel- 
opment in the area, They want Nez Perce, and they want Mountain Sheep, and 
they want every other feasible site in the watershed preempted for Federal or 
other public development. 

In my opinion, based on watching their actions for 30-odd years, they are 
not interested in fish, except as fish provide a peg on which to hang their block- 
ing tactics. They are interested in accomplishing a 100 percent public power 
service in the Pacific Northwest and they will stoop to practically any device to 
gain this end. 

I urge you to judge the Pacific Northwest Power Co. proposal for a high 
Mountain Sheep dam on its merits as a private power development with a 
minimal detriment to the anadromous fish runs of the Columbia and its south- 
easterly tributaries, and find a favorable decision on such phases of the devel- 
opment as come under your jurisdiction. 


Very truly yours, 
BERKELEY SNow. 


City OF TILLAMOOK, OREG., 
December 29, 1959. 
Mr. Rosert W. Root, 
Chairman, Oregon State Water Resources Board, 
Salem, Oreg. 
Dear Sir: Tillamook City is vitally interested in the conservation and future 
development of our natural resources. 
Enclosed is Resolution 562 adopted by the common council at the last 
regular meeting of December 21, 1959. 
Respectfully yours, 
H. 8S. PAuLson, City Manager. 


RESOLUTION 562 


Whereas the construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam and Nez Perce Dam 
are projects under consideration for construction to meet the future demands 
for power in Oregon and the Pacific Northwest ; and 

Whereas the power potential of the proposed dams are substantially the same 
but the preservation of anadromous fish life will be better protected by the 
construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam inasmuch as its location is above the 
confluence of the Salmon River, thereby preserving the fisheries; and 

Whereas provisions have been made for protection of anadromous fish life 
to bypass the high Mountain Sheep Dam: Now, therefore, be it 
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Resolved, That. the Common Council of Tillamook City, Oreg., does hereby 
favor the construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam with its fish protection over 
the construction of the Nez Perce Dam; and 

Whereas the common council has considered Senate Concurrent Resolution 
35 and insofar as it encourages the studies of the protection and preserva- 
tion of fish life it is commendable but this council does not believe the 5-year 
moratorium clause is in the best interest of Oregon and the Northwest: Be it 
further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to Robert W. Root, 
chairman, Oregon State Water Resources Board, Senator Wayne Morse, Sena- 
tor Richard Neuberger, Senator EK. L. Bartlett, Representative Walter Norblad 
and Gov. Mark Hatfield. 

Approved by the Common Council of Tillamook City, Oreg., this 21st day of 
December 1959. 

Attest: 

—. ———, City Recorder. 


PAsco-KENNEWICK CENTRAL LABOR COUNCIL, 
Pasco, Wash., January 5, 1960. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: The Pasco-Kennewick Central Labor Council has 
gone on record as unanimously being opposed to section 3 of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35 and also favoring immediate construction of high Mountain Sheep 
Dam. This council believes that immediate construction of high Mountain Sheep 
Dam would create much needed jobs for the people of the Northwest and would 
create no serious fish problems on the Snake River. 

It would also create adequate water storage and low-cost electric power for 
the people of the Northwest. 

We also believe that the building of high Mountain Sheep Dam would help 
create new industries along the middle Snake River. 

Sincerely yours, 
L. R. Kine, President. 


WESTPORT, WASH., November 18, 1959. 
Mr. Harry C. HusE, 
New Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Sir: We would like to go on record as being opposed to the construction 
of the Nez Perce Dam or the Snake River Dam. This dam would stop all fish 
runs in the Salmon and Imnaha Rivers and all their tributaries. 

We are also opposed to the construction of the high Mountain Sheep Dam but 
of the two dams, the high Mountain Sheep Dam is the lesser of the two evils for 
the prevention of fish runs in these rivers. 

Respectfully, 
FRANK WILCOx, 
Commodore, Westport Charter Association. 


NEWBERG CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 


Newberg, Oreg., January 18, 1960. 
Hon. EB. L. “Ror” BARTLETT, 


Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: Enclosed is a copy of a resolution adopted by the 
Newberg Chamber of Commerce, which we would like to be included in the 
records of any hearings or proceedings relative to the granting of a license to 
the Pacific Northwest Power Co. for construction of the high Mountain Sheep 
Dam. 

Yours very truly, 
Mito C. Ross, President. 
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NEWBERG CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Newberg, Oreg. 
RESOLUTION 


Whereas the State of Oregon and its individual communities need and are 
making a concerted effort to secure new industry, and 

Whereas, in view of this, the inevitable natural growth, and the associated 
growing need for new sources of cheap electric power in this State, it is im- 
perative that there be no unnecessary delays in getting power projects started, 
and 

Whereas private capital is required in addition to public funds in the develop- 
ment of these projects : Now, therefore, be it hereby 

Resolved, That we are opposed to section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
35 ; and be it hereby 

Resolved, That, having duly considered fish resources, we favor construction 
of the proposed high Mountain Sheep hydroelectric project over a dam at the 
Nez Perce site; and be it hereby further 

Resolved, That since we are denied assurance of our fair share of federally 
produced power simply because we elect to be served by a private power com- 
pany, as is the situation throughout most of Oregon, we urge that the necessary 
licenses and permits be granted to the Pacific Northwest Power Co. for con- 
struction of high Mountain Sheep Dam. 

Dated at Newberg, Oreg., this 28th day of December 1959. 

Miro C. Ross, President. 





JANUARY 19, 1960. 
Senator E. L. Bartiett, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: Attached you will find a resolution adopted by the 
Sunnyside Chamber of Commerce concerning Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 
This resolution was adopted and passed at a special meeting of the board of 
directors of the Sunnyside Chamber of Commerce held on Monday, January 18, 
1960. 

It is the desire of this body that you give serious consideration to the requests 
of this resolution. 

Any action on your part on behalf of this resolution will be sincerely appreci- 
ated by the Sunnyside Chamber of Commerce. 

Respectfully, 
EK. V. Dory, Manager. 


SUNNYSIDE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Sunnyside, Wash. 
RESOLUTION 


Whereas any measure that delays or defers construction of feasible low-cost 
hydroelectric projects in the Pacific Northwest is not in the best interests of the 
people of the State of Washington, and 

Whereas the growth of population, industry, and agriculture requires main- 
taining and increasing the orderly rate of hydroelectric construction, and 

Whereas construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam by Pacific Northwest 
Power Co., will assure a considerable portion of low-cost hydropower to the 
citizens of Washington, and 

Whereas development with high Mountain Sheep Dam gives great power and 
flood control storage, and affords the greatest protection to the salmon fishery 
existing in the Salmon River, and 

Whereas the advisability and practicality, and need for the early construc- 
tion of high Mountain Sheep Dam is indicated by the recent favorable recom- 
mendation and approval given by the U.S. Army Engineers, and 

Whereas the effect of the moratorium provisions of Senate Concurrent Reso- 
lution 35 is to delay unnecessarily needed and continued comprehensive develop- 
ment: Now be it 

Resolved, That the Chamber of Commerce of Sunnyside, Wash., supports the 
research program proposed in Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, but vigorously 
opposes paragraph 3 of the resolution, as a block to development, and therefore 
against the best interests of the citizens of the State of Washington. 
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The foregoing resolution was adopted at a meeting of the duly constituted 
poard of directors of the Sunnyside Chamber of Commerce at its meeting held 
on the 18th day of January 1960. 

Frep D. Trisu, President. 

Attest: 

E. V. Dory, Secretary. 


[From the Congressional Record, Aug. 24, 1959] 


CONSERVATION OF ANADROMOUS FISH SPAWNING AREAS IN SALMON RIVER, IDAHO 


Mr. CHurRcH. Mr. President, I introduce, for appropriate reference, a bill 
which would provide for the conservation of anadromous fish spawning areas 
in the Salmon River of Idaho. 

Mr. President, the Salmon River begins and ends in Idaho; it contributes 
8,100,000 acre-feet of the average annual runoff of the Columbia Basin; it is 
the main spawning stream—besides the Columbia itself above the Snake River— 
for anadromous fish, accounting for approximately 30 percent of the total which 
passes McNary Dam, and more than half of the total of spring and summer Chi- 
nook, 

Migrating salmon must pass, both upstream and downstream, existing dam 
structures at Bonneville, the Dalles, McNary, and Ice Harbor—under construc- 
tion—en route to the confluence of the Snake and the Salmon. None of these 
have provisions for downstream passage of fingerlings. Methods for passing 
adult fish upstream over dams up to 100 feet have been operated for many years, 
and solutions are being sought to passage over higher structures. Solutions 
for the problem of passing the young downstream migrants over high dams 
are not as advanced. Losses from passage through turbines of the lower struc- 
tures have been about 11 percent, but the pressures preclude this for the high- 
er structures. 

Evidence indicates that projected development of the Upper Columbia will 
reduce the spawning there as the reservoir areas and slack water encroach upon 
spawning grounds. The Salmon River’s importance as the principal spawning 
stream will proportionately increase. 

Mr. President, I am introducing this bill in the last days of this session for 
a special reason. Although I have talked this matter over with a number of peo- 
ple in my State and have received assurances from many of them that this 
is a sound approach, I recognize that an attempt to inhibit an agency like the 
Federal Power Commission from licensing structures on any navigable stream 
is a serious and restrictive step, and one which should be taken only if there is 
strong evidence that such step is in the public interest and in accordance with 
sound public policy. 

Therefore, Mr. President, it is my hope that the committee to which this bill is 
referred, will utilize the recess period to give the bill careful study. Perhaps it 
will be decided that public hearings in the area would be desirable. In such 
case I would hope to be able to sit with the committee and to listen to the points 
of view expressed by those people in the Northwest who have a lifelong and 
vital interest in the Columbia River and the Salmon River, one of its principal 
tributaries. 

I call particular attention, Mr. President, to the fact that this bill is limited 
by a provision which recognizes that there already are dams below the mouth 
of the Salmon River which the salmon must overcome, and therefore it does 
not prohibit the licensing of new dams on the Salmon River itself which are no 
more restrictive to the passage of fish to their spawning grounds than similar 
structures downstream. 

Teall further attention, Mr. President, to the fact that the bill as I have drafted 
it, will require the Secretary of the Interior to report to the Congress any de- 
velopments in fish conservation or in the construction of dams or reservoirs 
that in his opinion would justify the removal of the restrictions which this bill 
contains. 

In summary, Mr. President, let me make these three points concerning the 
bill which T am introducing: 

First. It isa “study” bill—intended to call for a review of the important prob- 
lem of maintaining the Salmon River as a spawning area for anadromous fish; 

Second. It is a limited bill—it does not forclose all developments on the Salmon 
River, but only those which would block salmon runs; 
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Third. It calls for affirmative action on the part of the Secretary of the In- 


terior to keep the Congress informed as to the continuing need for this kind of, 


restriction, so that the law may be modified or repealed, when new methods for 
successful fish passage are devised and proven. 

The Vice PRESIDENT. The bill will be received and appropriately referred. 

The bill (S. 2586) to provide for the conservation of anadromous fish spawn- 
ing areas in the Salmon River, Idaho, introduced by Mr. Church, was received, 
read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. CHurcnu. I yield to the Senator from Washington. 

Mr. Magnuson. I have not studied the Senator's bill, but I presume it will 
be referred to the Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

We have several bills in the committee now, and I think this is a good time 
to say something about this for the record. 

We have four or five bills. One of the bills would include a comprehensive 
study, and that was introduced by the distinguished Senator from Oregon, and 
there is another bill introduced by myself which calls for a sort of look-see 
or a moratorium in the middle Snake until the Army Engineers can make their 
report. 

All these bills have been the subject of a great deal of interest in the com- 
mittee, but because of their comprehensive nature such as this bill, which is 
very important, the committee has informally decided that they would hold 
some hearings out in the field this fall, and I have prevailed upon the very 
distinguished Senator from Alaska (Mr. Bartlett), to come into the area some- 
time in the fall. 

I hope that this bill will be included in the field hearings along with the 
other bills. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. I would like to express my gratitude to the Senator. 

Mr. Maenuson. It will be the intention, of course, of the committee to invite 
the Senator from Idaho and the Senator from Oregon and those of us in the 
Pacific Northwest who are so deeply interested in these various matters. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. Maanuson. I yield to the Senator from Alaska. 

Mr. BarLetr. I merely want to say this is, as the chairman of the committee 
noted, a very important bill, upon which hearings ought to be held as promptly 
as possible and to which full consideration should be given. 

Mr. MaGnuson. I want to say, too, there are a lot of problems. We have 
this so-called upstream-downstream benefit bill, and all of these bills sort of 
overlap the whole problem, and I am very hopeful and I am very appreciative 
to the Senator from Alaska, who can look at it more objectively than some of 
us who are right in the middle of it all the time, and he has agreed to do that. 

Mr. BarTLetTt. I want right now to extend a very cordial invitation to my 
friend from Idaho (Mr. Church) to be at the hearings. 

Mr. Cuurcu. I thank both the Senator from Washington and the Senator 
from Alaska for their interest. I am happy to know that hearings are to be 
held. I am hopeful a hearing will be held in Idaho. Certainly I will attend 
the hearing and participate in it. 

I think the bill I have introduced this morning ought to be considered in 
conjunction with the resolution that was introduced by the senior Senator from 
Washington, and with other related bills, so that we can find a just and equitable 
solution. 

Mr. MaGnuson. I suggested to the Senator from Alaska that we could start 
at Lewiston, which is sort of the hub of these problems. 

Mr. Nevusercer. If this hearing is to be held in the State of Oregon, it should 
take place at Astoria. Astoria at the mouth of the Columbia River is the lead- 
ing salmon canning community in the entire Pacific Northwest. 

Mr. Maanuson. Astoria or some place like that, a site right in the area. 

Mr. CuurcnH. Lewiston certainly would be an appropriate city. TI appreciate 
the cooperation of the Senator from Washington and the Senator from Alaska, 
who will conduct the hearings. 

Mr. Cnurcn subsequently said: Mr. President, earlier today, I introduced 
Senate bill 2586. I ask unanimous consent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the Record at the conclusion of my introductory statement, and following 
the colloquy which followed the statement. 
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Let me also say that I have been advised that the junior Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. Neuberger) would like to be listed as one of the cosponsors of the bill. I 
ask unanimous consent that that be done. 

The VicE PRESIDENT. Without objection, that will be done; and, without ob- 
jection, the bill will be printed at this point in the record. 

The bill (S. 2586) to provide for the conservation of anadromous fish spawn- 
ing areas in the Salmon River, Idaho, introduced by Mr. Church (for himself 
and Mr. Neuberger), is as follows: 

“Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That in recognition of the fact that the 
Salmon River and its tributaries constitute one of the principal spawning areas 
of anadromous fish from the Pacific Ocean, and since the size and structure of 
the flood control and power dams and reservoirs, and other structures used in 
connection therewith, now in existence on the Columbia and Snake Rivers be- 
tween the Salmon River and the Pacific Ocean presently allow the passage of 
such fish to their spawning areas, it is the purpose of this Act to prohibit, unless 
or until future developments justify a change in this policy, the authorization 
of any such dams and reservoirs or structures on the Salmon River that would 
be any more restrictive on the passage of such fish than similar structures which 
such fish must now pass to reach the spawning areas or which would flood estab- 
lished spawning grounds. 

“Sec. 2. The Federal Power Commission shall not issue any permit, license, 
lease, or other authorization under the provisions of the Federal Power Act for 
any dam, reservoir, conduit, powerhouse, or other works for the storage or collec- 
tion of water on the development of power on the Salmon River in Idaho in any 
ease in which any such proposed works would have a more restrictive effect on 
the passage of anadromous fish than any similar works already in existence on 
such river or on the Columbia or Snake River between the Salmon River and the 
Pacific Ocean, or which weuld flood established spawning grounds. 

“Sec. 3. The Secretary of the Interior shall report to the Congress any devel- 
opments in fish conservation or in the construction of dams and reservoirs that 
in his opinion justify amending the provisions of this Act.” 


IzAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC., 
Coos Bay AREA CHAPTER, 


December 29, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARLErt, 


Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear Sir: Attached is a resolution recently passed by the Coos Bay Area 
Chapter, Izank Walton League of America, expressing our opinions concerning 
power development in the Snake River. 

This resolution was reaffirmed by our board of directors at a meeting Decem- 
ber 21, 1959, and the secretary was instructed to acquaint you with our or- 
ganization’s thinking relative to Snake River power development. 


May we thank you in advance for your consideration of the following 
resolution. 


Respectfully, 
R. G. StirtM an, Secretary, 


The following resolution was presented to and passed by the board of direc- 
tors, Coos Bay Area Chapter, Izaak Walton League of America, October 30, 1959: 

“Whereas high Mountain Sheep Dam or Nez Perce Dam are sure to be built 
on the Snake River because of increasingly great demand for power in our 
Northwest, and 


“Whereas the power potential of and from both of these projected dams is more 


‘or less the same, and 


“Whereas the Izaak Walton League is dedicated to the total protection of the 
Salmon River drainage as an important producer of anadromous fish, and 

“Whereas Nez Perce Dam, as projected, will block the Salmon River and high 
Mountain Sheep Dam will not block the Salmon River, and 

“Whereas section 3, Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, for all practieal pur- 
poses, will indefinitely delay the construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam al- 
though such construction will not block the Salmon River and its anadromous 
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fish runs, and will provide needed immediate increased power for our Northwest 
development: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the Coos Bay Area Chapter of the Izaak Walton League oppose 
section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 as not in the best interests of 
Oregon and the Northwest, and that this chapter do endorse the fish resource 
program as proposed in and by the other paragraphs of Senate Concurrent Reso- 
lution 35; and that this resolution be adopted by the Oregon division, Izaak 
Walton League of America, and that it be presented at the hearing in Astoria, 
Oreg., November 10, 1959, before the Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce.” 
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Paciric Ciry-Woops AREA CHAMBERS OF COMMERCE, INc., 
Pacific City., Oreg., December 29, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Sir: Because the conservation of anadromous fish, and wildlife in gen- 
eral, is of direct concern to this organization, we wish to go on record as gen- 
erally favoring Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 with one exception. 

This exception would be section 3, Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 which 
would delay the beginning construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam above the 
confluence of the Salmon River and the Snake River, for the period of about 
5 years. 

Assuming then, that high Mountain Sheep will have as its part adequate 
fish passage facilities (adequate in terms of knowledge gained from research 
to this date) for the Snake River and its tributaries above the dam, we wish 
to oppose section 3, Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 and heartily favor the 
remainder. 

Sincerely, 
Cc. C. Wricut, Vice President. 


OREGON CITY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Oregon City, Oreg., January 8, 1960. 
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 
Chairman of Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
Senate Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR BARTLETT: The Oregon Tri-City Chamber of Commerce has gone 
or record with the enclosed resolution as being in favor of the application by the 
Pacific Northwest Power Co. for construction of the high Mountain Sheep Dam 
on the Snake River. Unless Congress should unfortunately act to prevent the 
commencement of this construction, this dam would greatly aid the economy of 
the Pacific Northwest. The taxes that would be paid by the private owners of 
the dam would be of great assistance to the States involved and in addition it 
would make more power available to the citizens of the State of Oregon. 

The time for construction of this dam is now, since it will take several years 
to get is completed. Any delay in the completion of this dam can certainly harm 
Oregon more than other States because of the discriminatory provisions of the 
Federal preference clause in the Bonneville Act. We sincerely urge that you 
grant the application of the Pacific Northwest Power Co. for the construction 
of this dam. 

Very truly yours, 
STUART MOCKFORD, 
President, Oregon Tri-City Chamber of Commerce. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas it has come to the attention of the Board of Directors of the Oregon 
Tri-City Chamber of Commerce that the Pacific Northwest Power Co, has 
applied for licenses for the construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam which 
would greatly add to the available electric power in the Pacific Northwest and 
that it has further come to the attention of the board of directors that an 
application is now pending before the Oregon State Water Resources Board for 
the construction of such a dam and it has also been called to the attention of 
the board of directors that there has been introduced in the U.S. Sen- 
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ate a resolution, known as Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, which recom- 
mends and provides that the Federal Power Commission should issue no permit 
for the construction of any dam on the Snake River until after June 30, 1964, 
and that the board of directors believes that such a delay in licensing the high 
Mountain Sheep Dam would irreparably damage the economic growth of the 
Pacific Northwest: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Oregon Tri-City Chamber of Commerce through its board of 
directors that this chamber place itself of record as favoring the application of 
the Pacific Northwest Power Co. for the construction of the high Mountain 
Sheep Dam on the Snake River and that this chamber is opposed to the passage 
and adoption by the U.S. Congress of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

Dated this 4th day of January 1960. 

Stuart Mockrorp, President. 


OREGON City CLUB OF OPTIMIST INTERNATIONAL, 
Oregon City, Oreg., January 6, 1960. 
STATE WATER RESOURCES BOARD, 
Salem, Oreg. 


GENTLEMEN: The board of directors of the Optimist Club of Oregon City has 
gone on record as being opposed to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 which 
would put a 5-year moratorium on building any dams on the Snake River. 

They also go on record supporting private enterprise in the proposed construc- 
tion of high Mountain Sheep Dam. 

Yours very truly, 
OREGON CITY OpTIMIST CLUB, 
Epwarp E. Fritz, President. 
ERWIN C. Hopp, Secretary. 


INTERNATIONAL LONGSHOREMEN’S & WAREHOUSEMEN’S UNION, Locat 3, 
Seattle, Wash., November 30, 1959. 


SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE. 


GENTLEMEN: My name is Joseph Jurich. I am secretary-treasurer of Local 3, 
ILWU, Room 204, 84 Union St., Seattle, Wash. 

For the past 23 years, beginning with the Bonneville Dam era, I and the 
group I represent have actively participated in matters where salmon and dams 
have been in conflict. Our position consistently has been in opposition to hydro- 
electric development where it has been detrimental to existing fish runs. Many 
of those fish runs which were involved 20 years ago no longer are existing, 
or if at all, on a greatly reduced basis. No one knows better than my group, 
which consists of fishermen whose experience covers half a century, what the 
result has been of the long fish versus power struggle. 

It is our intention to continue to point out the effects of power dams on 
salmon. History proves that they have been depleting effects. We believe 
that there is enough hydroelectric power at the present time, probably more, 
than is needed to supply the region’s economy. Certainly there is reason to 
believe that further hydroelectric development, such as the proposed Nez 
Perce Dam, will do nothing to produce more salmon in the Columbia River 
watershed or elsewhere. 

On the other hand, history also proves that power dams will be built by 
Federal and other agencies, despite their effect on fish runs. There has been, 
at least, a willingness on the part of most power people to recognize that the 
fish-power problems are serious ones that ought to be resolved. Specialized 
research along this line has been financed in an effort to solve fish passage 
deficiencies at dains. More research obviously is needed. Likewise there needs 
to be attained some final, ultimate end to the encroachment of hydroelectric 
power on the spawning grounds that remain in the Columbia River system. 
Without them no salmonoid fishery can exist on a substantial basis. 

In respect to specific legislation before your committee, we submit the 
following : 

8. 2586: This bill has commendable intent. Without the enormous contribu- 
tion of the Salmon River, the Pacific Ocean offshore commercial and sport troll 
fishery, not to mention the Columbia River fishery, would be destitute. How- 
ever, the measure should be amended in such a way that total prohibition of 
power dams on the Salmon would be achieved. The Federal Government’s 
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investment in fish facilities at existing downriver dams thus could be protected, 
and the threat of Nez Perce Dam silenced forever. 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 35: We regard this as two proposals which 
should be treated separately. More research on salmon is needed. Such a 
proposal should contain a plan for financing the work over and above present 
limited fishery budgets, and no time limit on the research should be raised. 
The second part of the resolution should be deleted. The inference that solu- 
tions to the fish problems can be obtained by 1964 is objectionable. Moreover, 
the instructions to the Federal Power Commission appear tailored to favor the 
eventual construction of Nez Perce Dam, as opposed to the pending application 
for the building of high Mountain Sheep Dam above the Salmon River. While 
not agreeing that power dams can be built on salmon producing rivers with- 
out affecting fish runs, we would greatly prefer the construction of high 
Mountain Sheep Dam because of its location and lesser potential damage to 
the remaining upper Snake River salmon runs. 

Respectfully, 
JOSEPH JuRICH, Secretary-Treasurer. 


UNITED BROTHERHOOD OF CARPENTERS AND JOINERS OF AMERICA, 
CARPENTERS’ UNION No. 470, 
Tacoma, Wash., December 22, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BarRTLertT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: Whereas Carpenters’ Local Union 470 (AFL-CIO) 
are deeply interested in the progress and development of the Northwest ; 

Whereas the construction of dams, tends to greatly further the progress of 
industry in the Northwest, and make it possible for more use of electric power; 

Whereas the construction of dams is proposed on the Columbia River and all its 
tributaries including the middle section of the Snake River ; 

Whereas Carpenters’ Local Union 470 is opposed to section 3 of Senate Con- 
current Resolution 35, which would declare a 5-year moratorium on all dam 
construction in the middle Snake River : Therefore, be it 

Resolwed; That on this 22d day of December 1959 the executive board of 
Carpenters Local Union 470 voted to express its opposition to the passage of 


such said Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 
Arvip C. Swanson, President. 


JouN ANSBERRY, Vice President. 

NELSON A. LowE, Secretary. 

JOHN PAUL JONES. 

WILLIAM CUKUS. 

Roeer W. CRUSAN. 

Perry B. WATKINS. 

EXECUTIVE BoarbD, CARPENTERS’ LOCAL 470, 





NOVEMBER 24, 1959. 
Senator B. L. Bart ett, 
Senate Committce on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR BaRTLETT: Please enter the following as part of the record of 
the hearings being held on Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

The Seattle Building and Construction Trades Council is desirous of letting 
all parties concerned know that they are opposed to section 3 of Senate Con- 
current Resolution 35 which would declare a 5-year moratorium on all dam con- 
struction in the middle Snake River. To our best knowledge, Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35 deals with the salmon industry and the fish problem on the Snake 
River. Since the people who are primarily concerned with the fish problem 
have no objection to constructing dams above the Salmon River, it appears to 
this council that any moratorium for the construction of hydroelectric develop- 
ments above the Salmon River is not an intelligent approach at this time. 
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The member unions of the Seattle Building and Construction Trades Council 
are primarily concerned with employment of building tradesmen in the State of 
Washington and neighboring States. Also, we are desirous of new industries 
for the Northwest, and to bring new industries to the Northwest we must develop 
more hydroelectric power. 

Sincerely yours, 
SEATTLE BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION TRADES COUNCIL. 
GENE NELSON, President. 
CLYDE FENN, Secretary. 


INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS, 


LocaL UNION No. 659, 
Medford, Oreg., December 21, 1959. 
Re Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 
Senator HB. L. BARTLETT, 

Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DeAR Sir: Enclosed herewith you will find a copy of a resolution which has 
been adopted by local union 659 of the International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers. 

We trust you will be able to support the efforts of the Pacific Northwest Power 
Co. in obtaining a license to construct the high Mountain Sheep Dam on the 
middle Snake River, and that you will agree with us in opposing Senate Con- 
eurrent Resolution 35 which would enact a moratorium on all construction of 
dams on the middle Snake River for 5 years or more. 

Yours very truly, 


CHARLES W. CrARY, Business Manager. 
RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Pacific Northwest Power Co. has applied for a license to construct 
the high Mountain Sheep Dam on the middle Snake River, and 

Whereas the said Pacific Northwest Power Co. is made up of Pacific Power & 
Light Co., Portland General Electric Co., Washington Water Power Co., and 
Montana Power Cq., all of whom are fair employers having agreements with the 
International Brotherhood of Electrical Werkers and other unions, and it has 
been the position of organized labor to support union employers, and 

Whereas the fish and wildlife people of the Northwest approve the application 
where heretofore they have opposed the building of power dams on the Columbia 
River system, and 

Whereas Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 would enact a moratorium on all 
construction of dams on the middle Snake River for 5 years or more: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That local 125 support the application of Pacific Northwest Power 
Oo. for a license to construct high Mountain Sheep Dam and to oppose Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35, and to so notify the Oregon legislative delegation, and 
Senator E. L. Bartlett, chairman of the subcommittee which held hearings on 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 in this area of our action. 


WoopsuRN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 


Woodburn, Oreg., January 15, 1960. 
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 


Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Washington, D.C, 


Sir: At the last meeting of the Woodburn Chamber of Commerce board of 
directors, a discussion of Concurrent Resolution 35 was held, 

As a result of that discussion the directors went on record as being opposed 
to paragraph 3 of the resolution. In part this paragraph prohibits the issuing 
of any permits for use of specific areas of the Columbia River Basin until 
June 30, 1964. 

It is the feeling of this group that a restraining order of this length would be 
detrimental to the development of the entire Pacific Northwest. 
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It is our sincere hope that this particular feature can be omitted or 
at least revised before it becomes a part of permanent record. 


Very truly yours, 
CHARLES M. CAMPBELL, Secretary. 


NorRTH SALEM KIWANIS CLUB, 
Salem, Oreg., January 16, 1960. 
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR BARTLETT: The North Salem Kiwanis Club opposes Senate Con- 
current Resolution 35 dated May 13, 1959, because: 

An abundance of low cost power is vital to the continued growth of the 
State of Oregon. 

The passage of this resolution would mean a 5-year delay in any and all con- 
struction on the Snake River and no power would be available from this river 
before 1969 or 1970. 

If this dam is built by the Pacific Northwest Power Co. at least 50 percent 
will be available to the people of Oregon. Should it be built with Federal 
funds, approximately 90 percent of it would eventually go to the State of Wash- 
ington because of the preference clause and because of the preponderance of 
public power in the State of Washington. 

The private power companies have been assured of adequate power up to but 
not beyond the fall of 1963. 

Mountain Sheep Dam will not affect the important anadromous fish runs up 
the Salmon River. Adequate fish protective facilities will be provided to 
preserve runs. 

Considerable Federal, State and local taxes will be paid annually if high 
Mountain Sheep is constructed. High Mountain Sheep will employ 1,400 men 
for a period of approximately 5 years with total direct payrolls of nearly $60 
million. 

Your assistance in passing upon this resolution in favor of our wishes will be 


greatly appreciated. 
AL FLICKER, Secretary. 


INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF 
ELECTRICAL WORKERS, 
LocAL UNION No. 47, 
South San Gabriel, Calif., January 26, 1960, 
Hon, CLAIR ENGLE, 
U.S. Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeaR SENATOR: On behalf of the members of local 47 of the International 
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, I urge that you lend your support to our 
opposition to section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. This section would 
declare a moratorium on hydrodam building on the middle Snake River until 
June 1964. The purported reason for the moratorium has to do with problems 
of transporting fish over dams. However, such a moratorium would adversely 
affect the construction of badly needed power facilities and would be detrimental 
to the interest of the members of the International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers locals in the Pacific Northwest. 

The privately owned power utilities who are signatory to labor agreements 
with the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers have applied for a 
license to construct the high Mountain Sheep Dam on the Snake River. This 
hydroelectric project has the recommendation of the U.S. Corps of Engineers 
and meets the approval of those people who are concerned with fish problems. 
It provides for a fish sanctuary on the Salmon River to prevent harm to the 
anadromous fish. The high Mountain Sheep Dam will provide power that will 
be badly needed by the time the 5-year construction program is finished. 

A great many local unions and central labor councils in the States of Wash- 
ington, Idaho, and Oregon are already on record in opposition to section 3 of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. They, and we, wish to support a program of 
research in problems concerned with anadromous fish but we oppose any further 
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delay in the construction of sorely needed power facilities. The real purpose 
behind section 3 is to block private companies from building dams. This, we 
believe, is injurious to the welfare of our members and to the national interest. 
We earnestly request that you lend your support to our position on Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35 and that you will do all that you can to assist the 
Northwest Power Co. to secure a license to build the high Mountain Sheep Dam. 
Sincerely, 
A. J. CouGHiin, Business Manager, 


JANUARY 25, 1960: 
Hon. CLAIR ENGLE, 
US. Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR: Local 465 of the International Brotherhood of Blectrical Work- 
ers joins with the many other local unions of the International Brotherhood of 
Electrical Workers in the Northwest in opposing section 3 of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35. This section would declare a moratorium on hydrodam building 
in the middle Snake River until June 30, 1964. The reason given for such a 
moratorium has to do with problems concerned with transporting fish over dams. 

The Pacific Northwest Power Co., comprised of four investor owned utilities 
who are signatory to labor agreements with the International Brotherhood of 
Electrical Workers, has applied for a license to build high Mountain Sheep Dam 
on the Snake River. This dam is recommended by the U.S. Corp of Engineers 
and it meets the approval of those primarily concerned with the fish problem as 
it creates a sanctuary for fish on the Salmon River. It will provide the needed 
power at the end of its construction which will take 5 years and at which time 
a serious need for more power in the Northwest will exist. 

A great many local unions and central labor councils in the States of Wash- 
ington, Idaho, and Oregon are on record in this matter. We wish to concur and 
add our support to a program of research in problems concerned with anadromous 
fish but vigorously oppose the delay in power development provided in section 3 
which is a device to block private companies from building dams. 

We earnestly solicit your support of our position on Senate Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 35 and hope that you will urge the granting of a license to the Northwest 
Power Co. to build high Mountain Sheep Dam at the earliest possible time. 

Sincerely, 


VERNON W. HvuGHes, Business Manager. 
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NOVEMBER 12, 1959 


U.S. SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND 
ForEIGN COMMERCE, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 

The committee was called to order at 9:15 a.m., Hon. E. L. Bart- 
lett presiding. 

Senator Bartierr. The committee will be in order. 

This is a resumption of the hearing first held at Washington, D.C., 
July 17, 1959, and continued at Astoria, Oreg., November 10, 1959, 
now being held in Lewiston, Idaho, on Senate Concurrent Resolution 
35, introduced by Chairman Magnuson of the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce, for himself, Mr. Church, Mr. Jackson, 
Mr. Mansfield, Mr. Morse, Mr. Murray, and Mr. Neuberger; and Sen- 
ate bill 2586 introduced by Senator Church for himself and Senator 
Neuberger; and Senate bill 1420, introduced by Senator Neuberger. 

Before proceeding further, the chairman would like to call upon 
Mr. Harry Hughes of the Lewiston Chamber of Commerce for an 
announcement. Mr. Hughes will you please come forward. We are 
glad to have you here. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY HUGHES, MANAGER OF THE LEWISTON 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Hucues. Senator, my name is Harry Hughes. I am the man- 
ager of the Lewiston Chamber of Commerce, and we of the community 
wish to welcome you and your party to our area. 

We also wish to extend to you and your party, an invitation to be 
our guest at lunch today. In order that everyone might have an op- 
portunity to hear your message I would like to announce to those 
who are here that we except and hope that they will attend this 
luncheon in the hotel at noon. 

Thank you very much, Senator. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you very much, Mr. Hughes. The in- 
vitation then is extended to everyone in the room, is that right ¢ 

Mr. Hucues. Yes. 

Senator Bartierr. A quick conference has been held at the table 
here and we all accept with gratitude. 

This hearing in Lewiston comes about particularly because of the 
interest expressed by Senator Church to Chairman Magnuson last 
summer in Washington, D.C. Senator Church asked specifically and 
Representative Pfost joined later in the request that this egieletiens 
be brought to the people of Idaho instead of requiring them to make 
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the distant trip to Washington, D.C. Chairman Magnuson acquiesced 
in that request and that is why I am here. 

We want to hear all of you who care to testify. It should be noted, 
however, at the outset, that we now have a list of over 40 witnesses 
and it is going to be difficult to conclude the hearing today unless 
we all limit ourselves somewhat in oral testimony. It would be the 
Chairman’s request that if a witness has a long prepared statement 
that he come forward and summarize that statement and present 
the written text for inclusion in the record, and both that text and 
his oral testimony will be recorded in the printed hearings. If we 
a do this, we are going to have difficulty finishing the hearing 

oday. 

I am glad that Mr. Anderson is here representing Senator Dwor- 
shak. I wish the Senator could have been here himself, but that is 
not possible, and I wish too that Representative Budge could have 
been with us. 

Now, I would like very much to call upon Senator Church for a 
statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK CHURCH, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF IDAHO 


Senator Cuurcu. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to take this opportunity, this morning, to extend a 
very cordial weleome to you and to express my thanks and I am 
sure the thanks of the people of Idaho for your having been gracious 
enough to take the time to come to Idaho for the purpose of con- 
ducting these hearings. 

For those of you who have assembled here in the room this morn- 
ing I should like to say that it has been my pleasure to know Senator 
Bartlett for these past 3 years. I came to know him soon after going 
to Washington. I had a very great interest in the cause of Alaskan 
statehood, and since Senator Bartlett was then in the House of Rep- 
resentatives as a Delegate from Alaska, I naturally came to know 
him and worked very closely with him on the statehood cause. 

I should say in that respect that Senator Bartlett had a most extra- 
ordinary record as a Delegate from the Territory of Alaska. He 
had no vote; yet despite the lack of a vote in the House of Repre- 
sentatives, he had the most successful legislative record of any Member 
of the House in terms of the number of bills that he sponsored and 
managed to get approved in the Congress, and this without having 
a vote. 

I think that is testimony to this man’s prowess, and it is probably 
one of the reasons that he commands such a tremendous popular fol- 
lowing in our 50 States. In Philadelphia there is a saying that nearly 
everybody reads the Bulletin. In Alaska nearly everybody votes for 
Bob Bartlett. 

So we are very pleased to have you here, Senator Bartlett, especially 
so because having been to Alaska I know what a very great land it is, 
what an enormous potential it has. It is truly a treasure box for 
America’s future, and it is a land of vast and as yet untapped and 
undeveloped resources. 
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Coming from Alaska, Senator Bartlett has a great appreciation 
for the public interest and the public trust that resides in the proper 
development of our river resources. He understands that this is a 
matter that affects many interests, and the burden of statemanship is 
to find a course that will represent a fair balance of interests to the 
general good. 

That, of course, is the problem that confronts us now with respect 
to the middle Snake and its tributari les, and that is the reason why I 
was anxious to have these hearings out in Idaho where everyone would 
have a chance to speak up and to make his views and the views of 
his particular organization clear to the committee. 

Let me thank; you, Mr. Chairman, for coming today. I know we 
have a busy day and so I do not want to extend my remarks overly 
much. I think I will have an opportunity to make my own views 
clear as the hearing proceeds and as the witnesses come forth and 
testify. For now 1 merely want you to know how happy we are 
to welcome you to Idaho and how grateful we are to you for a 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you very much, Senator Church. I did 
not know, naturally, what course your remarks would take, but thank 
you very much. 

I feel in a familiar situation being seated next to Representative 
Gracie Pfost, because for years we served tog ether on the House In- 
terior and Insular Affairs Committee. Our aims and ambitions and 
desires to help the West were, I believe, always in exact harmony. 
Representative Pfost has, in my opinion, made a great contribution 
tothe development of the West. 

Mrs. Pfost, would you care to make a statement at this time? 


STATEMENT OF HON. GRACIE PFOST, REPRESENTATIVE IN THE 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, FIRST DISTRICT, STATE OF 
IDAHO 


Mrs. Prost. Thank you, Senator Bartlett. It is a little difficult 
for me to get in the habit of calling you Senator because it has al- 
ways been Bob and Gracie, so far as we have been concerned, and 
Bob has been a very distinguished member of the Interior and In- 
sular Affairs C ommittee over all of the years that I served. He pre- 
ceded me in Congress by several years. On our trip to Alaska, my 
husband and I traveled over a great part of the area, and the terrain 
is somewhat like that of northern Idaho. Of course they have us 
outnumbered so far as acreage is concerned, now that Alaska is the 
largest State in the union, But, believe me, Bob Bartlett has always 
been on the right side of the people of the United States. Though 
he was in the “Congress without a vote, his energies were with his 
friends in the Congress to see that not only the people of Idaho but, 
particularly, the Western States were able to get legislation through 
that benefited our States as well as his then Territory of Alaska. 

I think, Senator Bartlett, that it is most appropriate that these 
hearings be held in Lewiston. I might say that we in Idaho find one 
of our most valuable resources is water. One of the most imporant 
problems to this particular area is transportation, freight in other 
words, and it is very vital to this area. With the proper develop- 
ment of our rivers upstream, the storage of suflicient amounts of water, 
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we would be abie to have water transportation into the Lewiston area 
and that is very vital to the economy of the entire State. It wouldn't 
effect only Lewi iston, Senator, but it would effect the entire State of 
Idaho because it would bring to us a competitive freight rate and 
it would be most valuable in getting our resources, our crops, our 
beans, our sugar, and other Idaho products to the eastern coast. Po- 
tatoes, of course, you have heard of Idaho potatoes and we have a 
lot of them. Many people in the East would love to eat Idaho po- 
tatoes if they just did not have to pay so much for them due to high 
freight rates from us to their table. 

I want particularly to say that I wholeheartedly suport the bill 
that my distinguished friend and our Senator, Frank Church, has 
introduced regarding the Salmon River. 1 don’t need to tell the 
people here, and I am sure I don’t need to tell you, Senator Bartlett, 
of the importance of preserving that area for the salmon and the 
steelhead. I had the pleasure of being on the North Fork of the 
Salmon River, on a forestry problem some 2 years ago, and one of 
the most. impressive sights thi at I have ever seen was approximately 
a block long strip of the North Fork of the Salmon in which there 
were at least 400 salmon paddling around there, slapping their tails 
and making these little beds for spawning, it was one of the most 
interesting sights that I have seen. 

It hasn’t been my privilege to go salmon fishing or go up the streams 
as a rule, and believe me anyone who ever comes to Idaho and sees 
a sight like that would remember it always. So it is important that 
we preserve these streams for the benefit of our fish, and for the 
benefit particularly of the people of Idaho. 

I want to thank you very sincerely, Senator Bartlett, for taking 
time from your busy schedule. I don’t believe people realize the pace 
that Members of Congress are faced with. When the Congress is not 
in session they speak of it as vacation time, but the Senator told me 
last night that he had just returned from the Orient where he was 
able to spend only 1 week. Now he finds himself at the conclusion 
of this hearing having to fly back out there in order to finish up 

a job that he started. Because of this call here in the States he had 
to come back. He has tried to spend some time in his own State 
of Alaska, but that is just a usual procedure with Members of Con- 
gress after the session closes. 

We realize how busy you are and are doubly appreciative for the 
effort that you have made in bringing this vital question before the 
people of the Lewiston area and the State of Idaho. 

Thank you, Senator Bartlet. 

(The full statement follows :) 


I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you in support of S. 2586, 
sponsored by my distinguished friend and fellow Idahoan, Senator Church. 

It is particularly appropriate that this hearing is being held here in Lewiston, 
where interest in preserving and protecting our fishery resources is extremely 
high because of the proximity of the Salmon River. 

There is no question of the vital importance of this river in salmon spawning 
and fishing. Nearly 200,000 salmon and steelhead migrate annually from the 
coast up the Snake River and into the Salmon River to spawn. As a matter 
of fact, the Salmon River is the most important spawning stream still available 
in the entire Columbia River Basin. 
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More than a century ago, when this area was still a wilderness and the white 
man was just beginning to push his way West, you could spear salmon with 
pointed sticks, so thick and abundant were they in the Columbia, the Snake, 
and the Salmon Rivers. It was a fisherman’s paradise. 

Today, that paradise is fast disappearing. Stream after stream has become 
polluted, or blocked off as a spawning ground for migratory salmon. The 
Salmon River is one of the last major streams where sportsmen can cast their 
lines and battle the wily and valiant salmon and steelhead, unhampered by 
chemical wastes, mud, and other adjuncts of our civilization. 

This wilderness river is appropriately named. In it is spawned nearly three- 
fourths of the valuable spring Chinook salmon of the whole Columbia Basin. 

To get into the river, these fish must fight their way past steel and concrete 
dams at Bonneville, The Dalles, and MeNary, in addition to two more—John 
Day and Ice Harbor—which are under construction. Hurling their way over 
these barriers, the salmon finally find refuge in the mountain headquarters of 
the Salmon River. 


Then comes the return of the young back to the sea. This voyage is infinitely 
more perilous, because we have not yet arrived at ideal methods for passing 
the young migrants downstream over high dams. Consequently, losses are 
higher than the upstream rate. 

It would seem unwise, therefore, to place more stringent and restrictive 
obstacles in their path. I note the bill authorizes the Secretary of the Interior 
to report to the Congress any new developments in the construction of dams 
and reservoirs that would include more successful methods of passing fish over 
them. This provision is a wise one because it would permit the modification 
of the act in the event such methods are discovered. 

The bill is in line with the desires of many of my constituents, as expressed 
in their letters to me. They do not want to stop the construction of dams 
and reservoirs because they realize their tremendous irrigation and power 
benefits. But they do insist on some guarantee that our valuable fish resources 
will be protected, and this bill does just that. 

It is a great privilege for me to speak in favor of S. 2586. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, Gracie. I am glad to be in the State 
of Idaho for many reasons, and one of them, of course, is that I felt 
that I should return the visits made prev iously to Alaska by you, by 
Senator Church, and by Senator Dworshak, when he was, I believe, a 
meet of the House of Representatives. 

I don’t know that either you, Mrs. Pfost, or Senator Church, saw 
much of Alaska, because I have a distinct recollection that we kept you 
so busy that you didn’t have any time for sightseeing. 

b . . 7 . 1 

Mrs. Prosr. We were in hearing rooms most of the daylight hours. 

Senator Bartierr. That is a fact. 

Mrs. Prost. And evenings too, in many instances. Bob is a hard 
driver. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Anderson, would you care to make a state- 
ment—opening statement on behalf of Senator Dworshak? 


STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY C. DWORSHAK, U.S. SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, PRESENTED BY MR. ANDERSON 


Mr. Anprerson. Thank you, Senator Bartlett. T know that Senator 
Dworshak would have liked very much to have been able to attend 
this hearing himself. As Representative Pfost mentioned, Senators 
do have a very busy schedule. 

For the past 10 years, Chairman Ellender of the Public Works Sub- 
committee of the Appropriations Committee, of which the Senator is 
a member, has invited him to come down to southern Mississippi and 
take a look at the Army Engineer projects they built down there or 
want to build. It finally got to the point where Senator Ellender said 
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if you want me to come out and look at your projects, you had better 
come down and look at mine, because we are just as much interested 
in our area as you are in yours. So the Senator after 6 weeks in Idaho 
decided he would accept Senator Ellender’s invitation and that is 
where he is at the present time. 

I believe we are here to listen to testimony rather than to talk, so 
I thank you for the opportunity of sitting at the hearing. 

Senator Barrierr. Don’t worry about that Mr. Anderson, the chair- 
man always makes the statement at the opening of the meeting about 
the time being short and then he does most of the talking after that. 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 has for its purpose the making of 
an investigation concerning anadromous fish in the Columbia River 
Basin. 

Senate bill 1420, together with amendments introduced by Senator 
Neuberger is intended to promote the conservation of migratory fish 
and game by requiring certain approval by the Secretary of the In- 
terior of licenses issued under the Federal Power Act. 

Senate bill 2586, introduced by Senator Church for himself, and 
Senator Neuberger is to provide for the conservation of anadromous 
fish spawning areas of the Salmon River. 

Now, after this preamble we shall call the first witness, Mr. Ernie 
Day. We would like you to introduce yourself by name, give the 
organization that you are representing, and give your exact mailing 
address so you will be sure to get a copy of the printed hearings. 

Mr. Day. Thank you, Senator. 


STATEMENT OF ERNEST E. DAY, VICE PRESIDENT, IDAHO 
WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


I am Ernest E. Day, vice president of the Idaho Wildlife Federa- 
tion. My address is 420 Crestline Drive, Boise, Idaho. 

I wish to make the following statement for my organization which 
is composed of about 80 local affiliates with a total of over 20,000 
members throughout the State of Idaho. 

We wish to thank you for this opportunity to appear before you. 

Relative to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, the Idaho Wildlife 
Federation believes that no high dam should be constructed below 
the mouth of the Salmon River prior to the complete solution of the 
passage of anadromous fish. How long before such a perfect solu- 
tion will be forthcoming is anyone’s guess. Much money and talent 
seems to be producing some of the answers and some results. How- 
ever, the ultimate solution does not appear imminent. 

The specter of a 700-foot Nez Perce Dam below the mouth of the 
Salmon River with its resultant annihalation of all anadromous fish 
runs above it weighs so heavily on us that we feel that a resolution 
requesting an arbitrary 5-year period for solution of the fish passage 
problem may not be sufficient to insure such valuable fish runs for 
future generations. 

We also realize that hydroelectric power in adequate amounts is 
essential to our economy and for further development of this area. 
It was with these factors in mind that the Idaho Wildlife Federa- 
tion passed on January 18, 1958, a resolution condemning the con- 
struction of Nez Perce Dam and endorsing a dam at Mountain Sheep 
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or Pleasant Valley which would minimize the impact on anadromous 
fish runs. 

In short, then, we feel that the best insurance against Nez Perce— 
and I would like to interject that it is too bad that such a dam would 
be named after such a fine Indian tribe with such a noble history in 
Idaho, it is a nasty word to us Nez Perce as far as the dam is con- 
cerned—we feel that the best insurance against Nez Perce and its in- 
cumbent piscatorial desert would be the construction of either one of 
these far less objectionable dams above the mouth of the Salmon 
River. 

I personally believe that the high Mountain Sheep Dam would be 
the foi yrotection against Nez Perce and would probably have the 
smallest fish loss. 

It would appear that this resolution, speaking very straightly as 
we like to in the West, is an attempt to perhaps bide time which would 
allow the Nez Perce people to get a foothold. We would rather see 
one of these other dams started, authorized, so as to prevent this 
terrible Nez Perce Dam. 

Relative to Senate bill 2586. The Idaho Wildlife Federation has 
long been cognizant of the importance of the Salmon River as the 
most important spawning area of the Columbia. Its preservation as 
a sanctuary both for spawning and for its sports fishery with its 
recreation and its contribution to our State’s economy as a tourist 
fishing attraction make it the object of zealous interest. 

Senate bill 2586 would appear to be inadequate to protect this vital 
river. A bill preventing any construction of dams of any height 
would be preferable. As remote as the Salmon River is from any 
center of population would seem to indicate that anything less than 
complete protection at this time would be inadequate. This bill would 
certainly be a step in the right direction but it is not complete enough 
in its protection of such an important resource. 

In summary we appreciate the effort to make the Salmon River a 
sanctuary, but we would like to see a little more assurance of it be- 
coming a complete sanctuary. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, Mr. Day. 

Did you make any comment on S. 14207 

Mr. Day. My organization has not discussed it. Personally it 
would appear to be a step in the right direction in getting a little 
longer look at these dams and the fish problems in conjunction with 
them before they are authorized. I would personally say that it 
sounds like a good idea. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Day, I shall first ask Representative Pfost 
if she has any questions. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

If I understand, Mr. Day, you probably would not object to dams 
providing they did not interfere with the fish coming upstream / 

Mr. Day. That is correct. 

Mrs. Prosr. And providing some sort of facility—and I understand 
that there are some improved facilities underway at the present time 
to take the fish over the high dams if there could be fish ladders, 
elevators, or other types of conveyance to get these fish over such 
dams—then your organization would not be opposed to dams on the 
Snake River; am I correct ? 
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Mr. Day. That is correct. Provided that the fish passage is com- 
pletely solved. 

Mrs. Prost. Yes. 

Mr. Day. And we don’t feel that it is or that it is imminent. It 
would be a wonderful thing if someone could snap their fingers and 
say fish can go upstream and more important, downstream. 

We feel that this is so valuable that we don’t want to take any 
chance with these runs for future generations and we would rather 
err frankly on the side of going a little slower or being positive that 
the fish can get up and return. 

Mrs. Prosr. Of course we realize, and as I said in my opening state- 
ment, the people here are all cognizant of the importance of the fish 
as a recreation source to Idaho and it is ver y important to our economy. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Day, I shall not take any more of the 
committee’s time. 

Senator Barriterr. Mr. Anderson? Mr. Anderson has no questions, 

Senator Church ? 

Senator Cuurcu. Mr. Chairman, first of all I want to say that 
Ernie Day is one of the foremost spokesmen for those that are con- 
cerned about our fish and wildlife interests and in the preservation 
of those values in Idaho. He certainly is to be commended for his 
public spirited dedication to that cause. 

Ernie, I want to commend you on your statement. I am happy to 
note that though you feel that greater poster tion could be given to the 
Salmon River and should be given to the Salmon River as a spawning 
ground for salmon and for steelhe: id, that you nevertheless regard the 
bill that I have introduc ed, S. 2586, as a step in that direction, and I 
am happy to note that. 

I think this is an appropr iate time for me to say that my own view 
with respect to Nez Perce Dam has always been that this dam should 
not be constructed as long as the fish passage problem remains un- 
solved. 

Mr. Day. That is right. 

Senator Cuurcn. I said that before and I say it again today, because 
I want the record clear on that point. 

Is it not true, Ernie, that the major problem with respect to fish 
passage comes with the high dam and that it is not so much a prob- 
lem of getting the big fish over the high dam as it is getting the little 
fingerlings downstream where there is a high dam barrier ? 

Mr. Day. Iam no biologist, but that seems to be the trouble. 

Senator Cuurcu. And that is the problem that still remains un- 
solved ? 

Mr. Day. That is right. 

Senator Cuurcn. Though there are many experiments going on 
it remains unsolved as of now. 

Now the low dams that are presently in existence and authorized 
and under construction on the Snake River or rather on the Columbia 
River are downstream from the mouth of the Salmon. These dams 
have fish ladder facilities and the salmon today are coming past the 
existing damp up into the existing dam into the Salmon River in 
Idaho for spawning, are they not? 

Mr. Day. Yes. 
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Senator Cuurcu. The lower dams thus have not proved an in- 
superable barrier. 

Mr. Day. No, it seems we are gaining there, Senator, because with 
the inundation of the Celilo fishery and the banning of the commer- 
cial fishery at certain parts of the river, we are getting more fish and 
that makes us more intense in our desire to save them. 

Senator Crurcu. That is the reason why, in introducing S. 2586, 
it seemed to me that we could serve the interest of preserving the 
salmon spawning grounds in the last and most important unobstructed 
stream in the Northwest for salmon migration, by providing that 
no dam should be built upon the Salmon that constitutes a more 
formidable barrier to passage of fish than those dams that have in 
fact been built downstream from the mouth of the Salmon River. 

Mr. Day. We don’t want to appear ungrateful, sir, we just want 
to be sure. 

Senator Cuunrcnu. Yes. At the present time there is no Federal 
law at all that extends any measure of protection to the Salmon 
River, and I should like to see us take timely action that will be 
effective. I am fearful that otherwise we may engage ourselves in 
empty gestures that won’t get on the statute books or past the 
President. 

It is in terms of doing something meaningful and effective that I 
have my interest and I think that S. 2586 lies in that direction. 

I appreciate the statement that you made very much, Ernie, and 
also in your representative capacity as the spokesman for the Idaho 
Wildlife Federation, and I want to thank you very much for coming. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Anderson does have a question. 

Mr. Anperson. Mr. Day, I noticed that you say that your organiza- 
tion endorses—rather high Mountain Sheep Dam. Do you do that 
with the idea that that dam being of considerable height will preserve 
the fish runs below on the Salmon and on the Imnaha that you are 
really giving up the runs from there on in the Snake? 

Mr. Day. I am not enough of a biologist to know. I don’t think 
that the answers are in that they would necessarily preclude any runs 
from the Snake. It would certainly be a barrier far more than the 
present setup on the upper Snake. 

Mr. Anperson. In a hearing in Washington last year on this same 
problem, Mr. Charles Callison (who is the national representative of 
American Wildlife Federation, made the statement that he was speak- 
ing for the Idaho Wildlife Federation, under authority of the latter, 
and that the National Wildlife Federation and the Idaho Wildlife 
Federation were willing to write off all the anadromous fish runs on 
the Snake River above high Mountain Sheep Dam. 

Now, as representative of the Idaho Wildlife Federation, do you 
agree with that? 

Mr. Day. I have a great respect for Charlie Callison and the princi- 
ples which he espouses. However, he is in the East and we are in 
Idaho and we don’t appreciate anyone playing fast and loose with our 
important resources, and I don’t think we would write off the runs 
above the present Oxbow or on the Snake. I think that every effort 
should be made to maintain those runs as well. But we do feel that 
Nez Perce below the mouth, and as high as it would be, and with as 
long an impoundment and its resultant temperature changes and other 
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factors, would be almost insurmountable. Especially with what little 
we know and what small strides we have taken toward solving the 
anadromous fish passage at present. 

Mr. Anperson. Fine. Thank you. 

Senator Bartiterr. Mr. Day, there was testimony given to the com- 
mittee elsewhere that wasn’t exactly in line with yours about the 
adequancy of fish-preservation devices at these low dams. We were 
told that at any dam, even the 100-foot dams and less, that great 
difficulties are experienced and in some cases there were substantial 
diminution in the fish runs. What does your investigation show down 
there / 

Mr. Day. Well, we understand, and this is hearsay, that each dam 
could perhaps reduce the potential about 10 percent. That is one of 
the reasons we fear the possible low-head dams on the Salmon. They 
certainly don’t improve a fish’s chance. 

It is know that a fish has a fantastic amount of energy when it 
makes its upward migration. They have put them on treadmills 
and they have gone fantastic distances, but each dam is a different 
type of a barrier. You don’t have to be a biologist to know that they 
lose something at each dam. It looks like right now that may be off- 
set a great deal by the flooding out of the Selilo fishery. 

Senator Barrierr. Do you know what the height of high Mountain 
Sheep Dam would be? 

Mr. Day. It would be about 680 feet, about 20 feet less than Nez 
Perce, sir. 

Senator Bartiterr. What do you think of the possibilities of getting 
fish up there and bringing fish back? 

Mr. Day. Well, I think it would be greater than a dam below the 
Salmon. The one thing that occurred to me would be a question, if 
you take fish below both rivers and you put them in, how are you 
going to sort them out, which ones should go up the Salmon and which 
ones should go up the Imnaha? 

Senator Barruert. Is the fish run which would be affected by high 
Mountain Sheep Dam an important one in terms of number and eco- 
nomic value ? 

Mr. Day. I certainly think so, but I have no figures on that. You 
will have to talk with a technician on that, I am not a technician. 

We are more interested in the conservation of these fish runs for 
our children. I don’t know what the answer would be on that. But 
any run is important and if you lose it for 4 years it is lost, and that 
is the thing that we are worried about. 

Senator Bartterr. Do you believe more could be done by way of 
research on this problem if additional funds were made available? 

Mr. Day. Yes, I think so. I wouldn’t dare say not with Ross Leon- 
ard sitting here in the back of the room. I think that any money 
spent on that is well worth while. We have got to get these answers 
and the sooner the better. 

Senator Barrierr. What is the national affiliation of the Idaho 
Wildlife Federation, Mr. Day? 

Mr. Day. We belong to the National Wildlife Federation. 
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Senator Bartierr. And that is the organization of which Mr. Cal- 
lison is the Washintgon, D.C., director ? 

Mr. Day. That is correct. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Lloyd? 

Mr. Liuoyp. My name is Ted Lloyd and my address is Route 1, Bur- 
lington, Wash. 

For the past 21 years I have served as a deputy-at-large for the 
Washington State Grange, a general farm organization of 51,000 
members, consisting of 480 local subordinate granges with 44 district 
or Pomona granges. 

This statement is to supplement the one submitted in the record of 
the July 17 hearings on Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 by A. Lars 
Nelson, master of the Washington State Grange. 

We appreciate the courtesy extended the grange as well as other 
residents and organizations of the Pacific Northwest, in order that 
more local views can be submitted on this legislation. 

The Washington State Grange has always sustained a great inter- 
est in all water uses. Agriculture has a vital interest in the preserva- 
tion of every resource and its wise use. 

We have strongly supported flood control, navigation benefits, and 
improvements, and along with these the preservation and growth of 
our fish resources throughout the Columbia River Basin. We take a 
broad look in our objective of conserving water, power resources, and 
fish for the greatest good of the greatest number of people in the area. 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 is a proper step toward resolving 
the conflict between high-head power dams and the fisheries. 

At every damsite, both sides have lined up either for power or fish. 
We feel that for too long a time the problems involving the passage 
of fish around high-head dams has been left unsettled. We wish to 
commend the seven Northwest Senators who introduced this legislation. 

In the public interest, the grange has repeatedly passed resolutions 
placing us on record favoring the full, comprehensive, multiple-pur- 
pose development of water resources. 

In support of this position, our delegate body of 667 delegates rep- 
resenting the entire State, meeting in Vancouver June 15-19, 1959, 
adopted a resolution in support of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 
This resolution provided for a moratorium on the middle Snake of 
all projects until an adequate comprehensive study, looking to the 
solution of the fish problem, is completed. 

Today, at issue is the development of the middle Snake region. 
This issue involves the question of whether to build the Nez Perce 
Dam or the high Mountain Sheep Dam. 

Our organization is on record in favor of the Nez Perce Dam, as 
it would have an installed capacity of about 2,500,000 kilowatts— 
more than Grand Coulee Dam. It would form two huge reservoirs, 
backing up the Snake and Salmon Rivers some 60 miles, at an invest- 
ment cost of only one dam. 

If the fish problem can be solved, the choice, logically, would go in 
favor of Nez Perce. If the fish problem cannot be solved, probably 
no dam on the Snake River is feasible from the point of view of 
fishery interests. 
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RESEARCH AND STUDY THE KEY TO THE PROBLEM 


Many people agree that fish ladders have been reasonably success- 
ful. The main problem has been to provide a safe way to get the 
small fingerlings back down over the dams. The skimmer method 
has enjoy red some success, but needs more research. There is hope of 
new possibilities for augmenting the Columbia River run by fish 
farming methods. Japan has enjoyed success in this field. 

State Director of Fisheries Milo Moore, is to be commended for 

making substantial progress in the field of fisheries research. 

The issue in this area is a billion dollar one, as hundreds of thous- 
ands of people owe their jobs to the huge blocks of electric power gen- 
erated by our dams. Without it, industries like Boeing’s, H: inford, 
the Bremerton Navy Yard, Whidby Island Navy Base, several new 
oil refineries and countless other industries could not exist, 

On the other hand there is no doubt the fishing industry has been 
hurt. It is a matter of record that our fish runs have been depleted 
heavily since pioneer days. This has been due far more to fishing, 
commercial and otherwise, stream pollution, diseases and other causes 
than it has to dams. The decline was started long before a major 
dam had been built on any of our rivers. This emphasizes that a ban 
on high dams, or substitution of lower dams, will not solve the prob- 
lem of fish preservation. We simply are dreaming if we think that 
our fish runs can be permanently preserved through reliance on nat- 
ural propagation. ‘The rapid growth of population in this area pre- 
cludes it. It seems to me almost inevit: able that we must turn to arti- 
ficial spawning and breeding facilities in the future if we are to 
preserve our fisheries resource, not to mention expanding it. The 
historic salmon runs of the 1880's, referred to by the noted author 
Rex Beach as the “Silver Horde”, are a thing of the past. 

The grange position, as we accept Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, 
is that all construction in the middle Snake area come to a halt and 
that a crash program on fisheries research be started now and carried 
out for as long a time as necessary to solve the problem. A nation 
capable of developing the atomic and hydrogen bomb should be able 
to do much toward solving this problem. Our research effort should 
be toward developing both fish and power. <A terminal date of the 
program should be when the problem is reasonably solved. We would 
agree to any amendments that would aid the research program. 

“We recommend a favorable report of the committee on Senate Con- 
current Resolution 35. 

Also before your committee is S. 1420. Weare against this legisla- 
tion as it does not support comprehensive development on a balanced 
multiple-purpose basis. 

We would like to see the Bureau of Reclamation, Corps of Engi- 
neers, Federal Power Commission, and the Fish and Wildlife Service 
work together on a comprehensive development program. This bill 
is a single purpose bill of nationwide policy. Our real problem is the 
middle Snake River. We feel this is a veto bill and does not answer 
the problem as does Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

We urge that S. 1420 be indefinitely postponed. 

S. 2586: We oppose S. 2586 because it is too restrictive and drastic. 
In reading the bill, we feel it is based on the assumption that the 
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problem of fish passage at high dams can never be solved. This 
assumption is just the opposite ‘of what we are striv ing to reach in a 
research program as in Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

We feel that water stored behind dams will create new shorelines 
that would be superior to the already existing gravel bars. Because 
the Salmon River is a flooding stream, it is not a perfect stream for 
spawning fish. Man should be able to improve the reckless river in 
this area for salmon. 

We respectfully urge the committee to indefinitely postpone S. 2586. 


IN SUMMARY 


In our July 17 testimony, we showed that every effort possible should 
be made on a research program toward fish passage over and around 
dams. If successful, the high dams would be more acceptable be- 
cause of water storage, less flooding, and more abundant power. 

We oppose S. 1420 as a single purpose veto bill. 

We oppose 8S. 2586 as too restrictive and based on the premise of 
never being able to solve the fish problem. 

We favor Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 with an amendment to 
broaden the termination date so that research can be carried on until 
the problem is solved. 

We feel that Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 is most properly 
tailored to the immediate middle Snake River problem pit is most 
consistent with the ideals of conservation and a comprehensive, bal- 
anced multiple-purpose development. It is in the public interest. 

We respectfully urge the committee to report favorably on Senate 
Concurrent Resolution : 55, as amended. 

Senator Barriterr. Thank you, Mr. Lloyd. 

Congresswoman Pfost, do you have any questions to ask Mr. Lloyd. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you, Senator. 

Mr. Lloyd I would like to commend you for a very fine statement. 
I have read with interest and listened to your statement that you 
would favor the construction of the Nez Perce Dam. TI also notice 
that you offer a very constructive suggestion and that is that artificial 
spawning and breeding facilities should be furnished in the future. 

I want to call attention to page 2 of your statement regarding the 
building of the dams and what it means—and you come from the 
neighboring State of Washington where you people happen to have 
a generous amount of electric energy at rates that brings industry 
into your State. One of the lifelong problems here in the State of 
Idaho, is that of being able to provide additional incentives to in- 
dustry. 

Near the bottom of the page, on page 2 of your statement, you say: 

The issue in this area is a billion dollar one as hundreds of thousands of 


people owe their jobs to the huge blocks of electric power generated by our 
dams— 


and you go on to say that— 


without it several new oil refineries and countless other industries could not 
exist. 


Now, I agree with you that that is a very important statement and 
I would also call your attention to the fact that in Idaho we have 
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still another problem. We, too, would like to have some of these oil 
refineries and the countless other industries that you people in the 
States of Washington and Oregon enjoy. It was one of the reasons 
why, and we are not here today to fight the old Hell’s Canyon issue, 
but it was one of the reasons why I felt very seriously that we needed 
storage on the upper reaches so that we could ee these blocks 
of power as well as the water transportation in the area. So I would 
say, that ; in addition to your billion dollar one, your siebteen, we need 
the water transportation that some of these dams would provide, pro- 
viding we had sufficient storage. 

By ‘the same token, I believe you people are interested, are you not, 
in preserving the fish industry upstream because it is also quite 
an economy to your own State? Of course you do not have the same 
type of salmon fishing that we have, do you? 

Mr. Luoyp. Congresswoman Pfost, it is of a different nature. 

Mrs. Prost. Yes. 

Mr. Lioyp. I would say because much of our fishing on the coast 
is salt water fishing, and also in some of our rivers like the Skagit 
and the Stillaguamish and the Green River and many more. They 
do have salmon fishing there for steelhead. 

With your permission and yours, Mr. Chairman, would it be pos- 
sible to comment on that just a little bit more ? 

Senator Bartierr. Yes. 

Mr. Lroyp. Well, I would like to clear the atmosphere as far as my 
testimony is concerned, and say that we would be in favor of dams 
being built, whether public power or private power, because the issue 
is an important one and it is more than a billion-dollar issue. I think 
that we could probably have gone into and raised the same questions 
when Grand Coulee Dam was built that we are raising now that it 
shouldn’t be built, but we did go ahead and build Gr and Coulee Dam 
and without Grand Coulee Dam we probably couldn't have won the 

Second World War 5 years later. 

Look at the millions of lives we have saved with our atomic bomb 
which brought this thing to a halt right now, and our big bombers, 
and so forth. So it was very vital that we have the Coulee Dam 
completed. 

We feel that if we use every drop of water that is available in all 
our rivers, the time will ev entually come when it will only be half 
enough to supply our power that is going to be necessary for these 
jobs. There are hundreds of thousands of | people that are working in 
these defense plants and in industries right now. However, we will 
agree that maybe we should call a halt and not build any more dams 
until we can reasonably solve this problem. We have a lot of people 
in our Granges, for example, that are dependent on the fish industry, 
the commercial fisherman and otherwise, and we recognize that fact, 
that you just have to solve it. 

We feel that maybe we should call a halt right now and go all out 
on research to provide the means and in this research if we can’t 
solve getting fish up over the various dams—I understand the Nez 
Perce statement made here just a few minutes ago that it is about 20 
feet higher. Well, if we can get fish up over Mountain Sheep, we 
surely can get them up over Nez Perce which is only 20 feet. higher, 
if we can build a fish ladder that will handle them that high. 
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I think that research is the key to tomorrow and all of this. It 
is the most vital thing before us at the present time. We want to be 
sure that our fish are preserved and we also want to have this power. 
We also feel that eventually we are going to have to go to artificial 
propagation of fish. 

Our game department has long recognized that in order to have 
Chinese pheasants you have to raise them on game farms and then 
liberate them. So I think that it is eventually going to have to come 
to that with our fish, because we now find that our population is in- 
creasing at such a rate that it is just tremendous. 

I know that. Senator Jackson made a speech some while back and 
he said that 7,000 new mouths sit down to breakfast every morning. 
Well that is going to mean that our population is going to be tre- 
mendous. The population now, as I understand it, is around—you 
correct me on these figures—is approximately 175 million in the 
United States—that is somewhat close—and I have heard several ver- 
sions that by 1980 our population will have increased to 200 million. 

Well, that is going to be tremendous and people—more people are 
going to want to fish and more people are going to want to eat fish. 
So I think that it is very vital that we spend just as much time on 
figuring out how to get fish over dams as we do to building the dams 
themselves. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much, and I would certainly agree 
with you that research is one of the most important problems facing us 
in the development of our water resources. It certainly would be 
ideal if we could have storage dams and could have our fish, too; 
and until we do have sufficient research, and that is exactly the purpose 
of these hearings, if I understand it correctly, if we could have 
the proper amount of research, perhaps we would be able to find 
asolution. I just wanted—I felt in view of the fact that you partic- 
ularly stressed the power situation so far as jobs are concerned in the 
State of Washington—I wanted to call your attention to the fact 
that we here in Idaho are supplying a great amount of that water 
through the tributaries to the Snake River, which dumps into the 
Columbia. 

We here would like to be able to have some of those jobs in some 
of the industries which you people enjoy over in your State of Wash- 
ington by virtue of your water transportation rates, which is an 
attractive feature to industry, and also your cheaper power rates. It 
certainly would be a tremendous boon to the economy of Idaho if we 
would be able to acquire those two features. 

Therefore I wanted to call attention to the fact that when you speak 
of billions of dollars with regard to the power phase it certainly could 
be increased if Idaho’s transportation and power costs are included. 
So it isa very important problem. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Barrierr. Senator Church, do you have any questions? 

Senator Cuurcu. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lloyd, I think your testimony has been the perfect counter- 
balance to the testimony of Ernie Day with respect to S. 2586. 

Mr. Day testified that they felt it was a step in the right direction 
but that it didn’t go far enough. It was not sufficient protection and 
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you have testified that it goes too far, it is too restrictive and too 
drastic. 

Now, I would like to call your attention to section 3 of the bill 
just for purposes of the record, because I think that a fair reading 
of the bill could not lead to the conclusion that the bill is based, 
as you have said, on the assumption that the problem of fish passage 
at high dams can never be solved. ; 

The fact of the matter is just the opposite since section 3 of the 
bill reads as follows: 

The Secretary of the Interior shall report to the Congress any developments in 
fish conservation or in the construction of dams and reservoirs, that in his 
opinion justify amending the provisions of this Act. 

I call this to your attention only to point out that the purpose of 
this bill is to prevent the construction of high dams on the Salmon 
in any case, until the fish passage problem has been solved. 

I think in view of section 3 that the bill cannot fairly be regarded 
as one that is based upon the assumption that this problem will never 
be solved. 

Mr. Luoyp. Well, I agree with you. However, it does put the proof, 
the burden upon Congress to decide these questions whether initiation 
should go forward, or whether we should have a sanctuary there, and 
I would put the sanctuary second choice. 

If we cannot solve the problem of getting fish over the dam, then 
I think that we would agree to a sanctuary because there is nothing 
else to do. 

Senator Cuurcu. Yes. 

Mr. Luoyp. I want to make that very plain that we are trying to 

lan so that we won’t be sorry for it 30, 40, or 50 years from now, 
both for fish and for power. We think that research is the key to it, 
and that should be fully explored. Then if it cannot be solved, then 
we can certainly fall back on the sanctuary. 

Senator Cuurcn. I think that clears the point up, Mr. Lloyd. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Anderson ? 

Mr. Anperson. No questions. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Lloyd, on page 3 of your statement, you re- 
ported to the committee “that diminution of the salmon runs has 
been due far more to fishing, commercial and otherwise, stream pol- 
lution, diseases, and other causes that it has to dams.” Let us assume 
that to be a statement of absolute correctness. 

Certainly we know in Alaska, where there are no dams whatsoever, 
that year after year the salmon packs decline in amount, but, never- 
theless, is it not true that in respect to these matters that you discussed 
there is always the opportunity to restore the fish run. But, if dams 
are erected over which fish cannot be taken, or where they cannot re- 
turn to the sea, then there is no hope of preserving the salmon? 

Mr. Luoyp. Well, Senator, I think that that is just what we have 
been discussing. I mentioned pollution and other things that have 
happened. When I was a boy I can remember—I am going to cite 
one example that will illustrate what I am talking about. There is 
a little stream that flows into the Skagit River and goes back into the 
mountains, and I used to go out there after school and night after 


night yank the salmon right out of the river. That was before we 











ie eel 


Oo se On @D © & 


COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN FISHERY RESOURCES 317 


had game laws that precluded that you couldn’t do that. You could 
just go out there and pick one out with your hands. 

Senator Bartierr. Snagging them. 

Mr. Luoyp. That is right. The Northern State Hospital was built 
there a little bit later, and now you go to Hanson Creek and there 
isn’t a single salmon; in fact, there aren’t any trout in that little 
stream any more, because pollution killed them off. Every little pebble 
in this stream has whiskers on it about a half an inch long which is 
pollution and no salmon will use it any more. That has been hap- 
pening in thousands of other little streams, and that is the pollution 
angle. Commercial fishing does take a lot of fish but we want to have 
more. Our increase in population is going to demand more fish, and 
they are going to catch more to satisfy the demands. Sports fishing 
is going to become heavier as we go on. This all had started before 
the dams were actually built. 

The decline was gradually being noticed. The salmon were not 
there as before. Now, with the dams, you have checked the fish runs 
that much more. 

We will grant that that it isn’t doing the fish runs any good. If we 
are going to have dams and fish, we have got to go all out on research, 
a research program to preserve as many of those fish as we can and 
supplement that with spawning and artificial propagation. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Lloyd, on behalf of the Washington State 
Grange, you recommended a favorable report on Senate Concurrent 
Resolution No. 35. Then later on you favored that resolution and 
I quote: 

With an amendment to broaden the termination date so that research can 
be carried on until the problem is solved. 

If there were no amendment would the Grange still approve this 
resolution ? 

Mr. Luoyp. Well, I would say so. Five years is better than no 
time at all. If it takes 6 years to create a better grade of research 
or more research why it should be followed through. But. we would 
certainly agree to 5 years, yes, because that is a tremendous help. That 
ismore than we are getting now. 

Senator Bartietr. If you had the authority for the Grange, Mr. 
Lloyd, to broaden the termination date, as you put it, how far in the 
future would you place that date? 

Mr. Luoyp. Well, I think that probably 2 or 3 years or more prob- 
ably should be sufficient. If we conduct a tremendous research pro- 
gram for 5 years and then carry it 3 years further that is 8 years. 
We certainly should be able to come up with something that would 
be very worthwhile. 

Senator Barriterr. The committee—— 

Mr. Liroyp. Even maybe 1 year would do it. 

Senator Bartierr. The committee had testimony in Astoria favor- 
ing abolition of any termination date whatsoever. 

I would rather imagine that the, power people, the people who 
have a primary interest in power as opposed to fish, might say this 
would be an intolerable compromise. because if you had no termina- 
tion date you wouldn’t have any sure guarantee that any effective 
research program would be carried on. We have been told repeat- 
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edly that it has not been advanced in the past and there is no insur- 
ance policy saying it will be done in the future. 

Do you think that would be too broad in scope, an amendment 
without a termination date at all? 

Mr. Luoyp. Well, it might be. I think that it is just like initiating 
a tax measure in one of our State legislatures or back in Congress, 
You, by legislative act, levy a tax for a certain length of time and 
with a termination date when it is supposed to cease. About 9 times 
out of 10 it never is repealed, it just continues to go on. They just 
reextend it. So, probably putting it that way that, if sufficient re- 
search hasn’t been completed by the termination date, why we should 
have an extension of research. 

Senator Barrterr. What if there were an even greater need for 
power, then the demands for additional power would be far more 
emphatic and demanding than they are today. Would it not be most 
difficult to make that extension ? 

Mr. Luoyp. Well, I agree with you. I think that you—that you 
have absolutely said it. There is no question whatever but what 
the demands for power will be many times what they are today, 
I just noticed an article, an advertisement in the last issue of the 
Saturday Evening Post by the Caterpillar Tractor Co. and it showed 
a picture of a little baby in the corner and this ad said, “When he is 
16 years old, thousands of new highways will be built. We will be 
using three times the amount of electric power that we are using 
today.” Well, that would be just 15 years from now. 

Senator Barrierr. On the other hand, Mr. Lloyd, the committee 
has been told that those stating an urgent or an early need for addi- 
tional power, always—and I think “always” was the word used— 
overemphasize the need for this. That actually there is no immedi- 
ate requirement for large additional blocks of power and that if we 
just let this situation stand in status quo for a few years, the salmon 
would automatically be saved because atomic generated power would 
be competitive. 

Do you have an opinion on that ? 

Mr. Luoyp. Senator, I am not informed on atomic power, Just how 
soon will atomic power be cheap enough so that it would be competi- 
tive? My understanding is that it is going to take quite a while 
because it is costly to produce. If and when atomic power becomes 
competitive there will still be a tremendous need for both. I can’t 
see any future except that we will be using all the power that we 
can generate from dams and all the atomic power that is possible 
to produce. We just need it. 

Everything is predicated on electric power, or power now. More 
homes are going to be needed and people and industry will need it 
in increased quantities. 

Senator Barrterr. What if we were able to arrive at an arrange- 
ment with Russia, Mr. Lloyd, that resulted in disarmament, effective 
disarmament in which each side had complete trust in the other by 
whatever means. This would do away with the requirements for 

ower at Hanford, to a substantial extent at Boeing, and the Navy 
cemedent to mention some of the defense undertakings in the State 
of Washington. In that case would there be the same pressing demand 
for additional electrical energy ? 
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Mr. Luoyp. Senator, this is getting afield from what I originally 
planned to testify on. But, I would like to say this, that if there 
were no more threats of war, I think that the most vital thing that 
we could do would be to turn all of our resources toward peace pro- 
duction. Better standards of living and things we need to do, and 
research on new combinations of alloys and mining and that sort of 
thing. With this tremendous increase in population people are going 
to have to have jobs. So all this energy should be turned toward 
industrial work. I think the time is going to come when our huge 
farm surpluses are going to be a thing of the past. The United States 
1s going to become an industrial nation. That may be 50 years from 
now, but it is absolutely going to happen. You can see that every 
day along our freeways, your frontage roads, there are new additions 
being built, homes are being built and new factories of all kinds. 
So it all works together in a circle whereby with population increases 
we are going to have to have more industries, more electric power, 
whether this power is built by public or private, it is very vital. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Lloyd, the chairman reprimands himself 
for taking you away from the field in which you are prepared to 
testify, but I will say that no more effective answers have been given 
than you have given. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Luoyp. Thank you very much, and the committee, for the cour- 
tesy of permitting me to give testimony. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Gardner? 

Thank you Mr. Gardner for appearing. 

Mr. Garpner. I am L. L. Gardner of Coeur d ’Alene, Idaho. 

Gentlemen, I have resided in the inland empire area all my life and 
have owned and operated mercantile businesses, and am still doing so, 
in this region for 31 years—the last 22 of them in Coeur d’Alene and 
Wallace, Idaho. 

I am very much interested and have been active in local and State 
affairs, both civic and governmental. Needless to say, I pay taxes 
in substantial amounts to all levels of government and taxes are a 
heavy burden which concerns all of us. 

It would seem to me that all responsible citizens of the Pacific 
Northwest States should be very much in favor of the quickest pos- 
sible development of any resources we have that are intelligently 
planned to increase our economy and will lessen the constantly increas- 
ing tax burdens we in these comparatively undeveloped States must 
face. 

One of the big advantages we have to offer new industries and in- 
dividuals to compensate for our isolation from the population and 
market centers of the Nation is ample water supplies and low priced 
hydroelectric power. Therefore, it behooves us to develop such re- 
sources as rapidly as possible. 

I am absolutely opposed to any moratoriums or any other actions 
which will tend to slow down the hydroelectric development of this 
region—especially when it is development by private enterprise and 
is in a location such as the proposed high Mountain Sheep Dam. This 
dam will give us maximum development of the middle Snake River 
and since it is above the mouth of the Salmon river it will not disrupt 
the fish migrations to any great extent. 
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I favor private development of our resources for many reasons, 
One of the main ones being that private enterprise contributes more 
in taxes to the local levels of government. For example, let’s use the 
Cabinet Gorge Dam in Bonner County, Idaho. This development by 
private enterprise has contributed over $500,000 to Bonner County 
each year since it was built and over $100,000 to the State of Idaho— 
a total of over $600,000 per year. The cost of the Cabinet Gorge de- 
velopment was less than $50 million. 

Here we again have private enterprise offering to build a project 
over five times as large in dollar expenditures which by using rule 
of thumb calculation in comparison would produce $2,500,000 a year 
in taxes to the counties involved and $500,000 a year to Idaho and 
Oregon. I don’t feel particularly qualified to speak for Oregon, but 
I certainly feel qualified to speak for Idaho. This would be approxi- 
mately $1,500,000 a year to each State and I feel qualified to speak for 
Idaho to say this is important revenue to our State. 

About 65 percent of the land area of Idaho is now owned and con- 
trolled by the Federal Government and if we are ever to get above the 
“colony” status it is high time private and individual enterprise, which 
after all, built this Nation, be given a bit of encouragement rather 
than be held back by a Federal Government that is too restrictive, 
paternalistic, and inefficient. 

In conclusion, may I repeat a few statements that have been made 
many times before and I have found by study and experience that 
they are true. 

Our country became great and prosperous mainly due to private 
enterprise and personal liberty. 

Government’s proper function is to regulate and referee, not to 
compete with its own citizens and taxpayers. 

Those who are governed least are governed best. 

Thank you. 

Senator Bartretrr. Mr. Gardner, Senator Church may have some 
questions to ask you. 

Senator Cuurcn. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Barriterr. Mr. Anderson ? 

Mr. Anperson. No questions. 

Senator Barrierr. I want to thank you for making your state- 
ment and express surprise, Mr. Gardner, that the Federal Govern- 
ment has such a small proportion of Idaho land. In Alaska at this 
time the Federal Government owns about 99.9 percent. 

Mr. Garpner. Well, I can sympathize with you, sir. 

Senator Bartiettr. Now, as usual and almost altogether due to the 
fact that the chairman takes up too much time, as he said before, we 
are not making the progress that we have to make if we are going 
to hear all of the witnesses today. Some of them have come from 
distant points and have taken the day off in order to present their 
testimony and we are going to hear them, but we are going to have 
to speed up. 

The chairman will not impose a time limitation as yet, although this 
will probably be necessary later in the day. He will ask again those 
who have long statements, written statements, to present them for 
the record and to verbally summarize. 
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We are going to take a 10 minute recess now, and before doing so, 
I want to announce that the next three witnesses so they will be ] pre- 
pared, will be Mr. Robinson, Mr. Samuelson, and Mr. Leonard. 

(Recess 10:45 to 11 a.m.) 

Senator Barriterr. Mr. Robinson, next witness. Will you identify 
yourself Mr, Robinson, and then proceed. 

Mr. Rozinson. I am Kinsey M. Robinson, chairman of the board, 
Pacific Northwest Power Co. of Spokane, Wash. Mr. Chairman and 
members of the committee, Pacific Northwest Power Co. was formed 
by four private utilities in the Northwest, Pacific Power & Light Co. 
of Portland, Portland General Electric Co. of Portland, the Wash- 
ington Water Power Co., of which I am also president, and the Mon- 
tana Power Co. ‘These 4 companies serve some 800,000 customers in 
the States of Oregon, Washington, Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming, 
which represents a total population of nearly 3 million. We have an 
obligation to our customers to provide oe power and to provide the 
service for the growing needs of the area, and we have an obligation 
to find and build the best projects that we can for this purpose. We 
have been doing this at a rapid rate. During 1958, together with 
other private utilities in the area, we installed over a million kilo- 
watts, a remarkable achievement for an area whose total installation 
about 10 years ago was only 5 million kilowatts. 

Yet, the load growth in the area has been tremendous in the last 10 
years, and every estimate indicates that it will be even greater in the 
next 10 years. We have charts showing this which unfortunately did 
not arrive in time this morning. 

Each year we need to start the equivalent of 114 times the capacity 
of a Bonneville Dam to keep ahead of the load growth. This means 
we must start at least one major new project each year. We have 
been doing this now for many years and this year the area placed 
Wanapum under construction. The question is, what project can be 
started next year and the year after that and the year after that. 

Today, in the list of projects in the Corps of Engineers’ report 
there are only four projects that are as large or larger than Bonneville 
project. Only two of these projects, high Mountain Sheep and Libby, 
fall in the lowest cost bracket. 

Although the bills that the committee is considering seem to con- 
cern only fish, the committee will know by now that what is really at 
issue is an attempt to block the construction of high Mountain Sheep 
Dam, particularly by the Pacific Northwest Power Co. This, of 
course, is what the moratorium provisions of section 3 of Senate Con- 
current Resolution 35 would do, and this is what has frankly been 
claimed for it by the principal supporters of the moratorium, the Na- 
tional Hells Canyon Association and some segments of the Northwest 
Public Power Association. 

From the viewpoint of power along a moratorium as applied to one 
of the great, low-cost power resources of the area is intolerable. The 
Corps of Engineers tells us that by 1975 the last major remaining 
economic hydroproject: should be in service. This means that there 
must be continuing construction of these projects and that by 1965 we 
must be taking serious steps to put the last project under construction. 
This is a tremendous program in which moratoriums have no place. 
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The problem on the middle Snake River, however, is not power 
but fish. Power can be had, in about the same quantities and about 
the same costs, from any one of several different projects for this 
stretch of the river. But a high dam is a problem for fish, and a 
high power dam at Nez Perce would, so I believe everyone now agrees, 
destroy the salmon and steelhead in the Salmon River, amounting to 
30 percent of the fish passing McNary. The Pacific Northwest will 
not tolerate the destruction of this major portion of the Columbia 
River fishery. The conservationists, the sportsmen’s groups, the fish- 
ing industry, and the recreationists, all consider this resource to be 
so important that it justifies forgoing hydroelectric development at 
Nez Perce. Nor can it be expected that these fish enthusiasts will 
ever accept the premise that the fish passage problem at Nez Perce 
can be solved by a “crash” fish-dam research program or any other 
program. 

The objections which exist for Nez Perce simply do not apply to 
high Mountain Sheep, which is above the mouth of the Salmon River. 
High Mountain Sheep, therefore, can be built today, without the 
indefinite wait for Nez Perce. Of course, that means that Nez Perce 
would never be built, but it must be remembered that if the day 
ever came when Nez Perce could be built, Lower Canyon, on the 
Salmon River near its mouth, can also be built. In which case, with 
high Mountain Sheep, the resulting development would actually have 
greater power and storage than Nez Perce. These comparable stor- 
age and power figures are shown on a table marked as “Attachment 
No. 1” to this statement. 

It should be made clear, of course, that Lower Canyon would only 
be built at such time as the problems of passing fish have been suc- 
cessfully solved. This is the recommendation of the division engineer 
and Board of Engineers of the Corps of Engineers. Senate Bill 
2586 being reviewed here today is consistent with that recommenda- 
tion. Pacific Northwest Power Co. wishes to emphasize that it does 
not propose construction of Lower Canyon. We have not included 
it in our application for license to the Federal Power Commission. 
As long ago as November 1957, we said, in a public hearing: 

* * * it is the viewpoint of Pacific Northwest Power Co. that the Salmon 
River should be regarded as a fish sanctuary and no development attempted on 
that river until such time as there has been tested and proven on other streams 
methods which will safely pass migrating salmon. 

With high Mountain Sheep alone, we would promptly have 3 
million acre-feet of storage and an ultimate of 2 million kilowatts 
of hydroelectric generation. Just so that you will not be misled by 
general statements made by proponents of Nez Perce, let me say that 
high Mountain Sheep is an economical project with cheaper power 
than Nez Perce since it can be built immediately. 

There have been four reports made by the Corps of Engineers 
and the Bureau of Reclamation on this river dating back to 1947. 
In each report it is concluded that Nez Perce cannot be built because 
of fish. Three of those four reports, the most recent one released in 
June of 1958, are outright proposals to build at Mountain Sheep. 
Attachment No. 2 gives excerpts from those four reports. 

As you know, the high Mountain Sheep site is below the mouth of 
the Imnaha River. There has been some concern that a dam at this 
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int will damage the small but important anadromous fish runs in the 
mnaha, amounting to about 3 percent of the total Columbia runs at 
McNary. Because we also have concern for the Imnaha fish runs, we 
initially applied to the Federal Power Commission for a license on 
the Mountain Sheep-Pleasant Valley project located above the Imnaha. 
This was the same development recommended in the proposed joint 
report of the Corps of Engineers and Bureau of Reclamation in Senate 
Document 51. That application for license was denied. 

When, therefore, we applied for high Mountain Sheep, we imme- 
diately undertook a study of the Imnaha. The results of that study, 
and the facilities permitted by the special characteristics of the 
Imnaha, which we expect to cost in the neighborhood of $15 million, 
have been described to you by Mr. Milo Bell. It is our judgment they 
will work as well as any fish facilities in existence, without having to 
rely on untested and experimental concepts. There is, therefore, no 
need for research on the Imnaha. The research has been done. 

There is also a run of salmon going up the Snake River past high 
Mountain Sheep. There are licensed hydroelectric projects operating 
or under construction upstream from the high Mountain Sheep Res- 
ervoir. Final plans for fish passage facilities for these upstream proj- 
ects are now being determined. But it is reasonably clear that what- 
ever plan is adopted will work equally well at high Mountain Sheep. 
From the fishery point of view, therefore, high Mountain Sheep does 
not present significant additional problems. 

I think it is unfortunate that the moratorium provisions of para- 
graph 3 are attached to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, The fishery 
research that is supported by the balance of this concurrent resolu- 
tion is something that I believe all of us in the Northwest fully sup- 
port. Yet, if this resolution were adopted as written, and all the 
money thereby made available for a crash program to solve fish pas- 
sage at Nez Perce, experts say it could not be done in less than a decade. 
These same experts say it might even take twice that time, and there 
isa possibility the problem at Nez Perce might never be solved. While 
this aptly entitled “crash program” went on, useful fishery research 
and development badly needed throughout the basin probably would 
be slighted or overlooked. 

For all these reasons, high Mountain Sheep wins on all counts. It 
is best for fish and has more ultimate power and storage. It is a 
superior scheme of development to Nez Perce. While there is some 
difference in cost between the alternatives, that difference is not as 
great as the Nez Perce supporters claim. In the hearings before the 
Federal Power Commission, any differences will be definitely deter- 
mined, as will the real effect of those differences. There are many 
factors that must be considered in comparing projects that cannot 
be started at the same time. For instance, 5 years of inflation, if it 
continues at the rate of the last 20 years, would completely wipe out the 
difference in construction costs between the projects. After 5 years, 
the cost per kilowatt of prime at lower Cayon and high Mountain 
Sheep together would be $334, the cost per kilowatt of prime at Nez 
Perce would be $330, equivalent to a difference in power cost of about 
1.2 percent. Attachment No. 3 is a table showing the manner in which 
these calculations were derived. 








324 COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN FISHERY RESOURCES 


This, then, is the argument of the Nez Perce supporters: Because 
of a difference in power costs of 1 percent, they would delay resource 
development. During the delay, millions will be spent on research 
that most experts say will be fruitless, and money will be taken away 
from other badly needed research. This is in terms of only a 5-year 
delay as provided in Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. Any delay 
beyond 5 years would increase the superiority of high Mountain 
Sheep. 

The application of Pacific Northwest Power Co. for a license to 
build high Mountain Sheep is now before the Federal Power Com- 
mission. Area load forecasts show that more power will be needed 
than can be produced by high Mountain Sheep and all other projects 
planned for completion by 1966. This is the earliest date by which 
high Mountain Sheep could be built, assuming no delay. The or- 
ganizing companies of Pacific Northwest Power Co. can use the entire 
output of high Mountain Sheep as fast as its generators can be 
installed. There is no other low-cost hydro we can turn to—indeed, 
there is no other major project at any cost that can be substituted 
for high Mountain Sheep. The adoption of paragraph 3 of Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35 would turn us out of the river without 
hearing. It would, indeed, be a declaration that Congress opposes 
private investment in power resource development, no matter how 
sound the proposal. We firmly oppose the moratorium. We sup- 
port the fishery research provisions of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
35. We believe the most beneficial use of the Salmon River is the 
propagation and rearing of anadromous fish, and we feel this policy 
should be accepted without equivocation. No hydroelectric structure 
should be built on the Salmon River until fish passage methods have 
been thoroughly tested and proven elsewhere. 

I request that the various charts and tables that are attached to 
my statement be included in the record. 

Thank you very much. 

(Attachment 1 follows:) 


ATTACHMENT No. 2 
Excerpts FrRoM OFFICIAL REPORTS ON THE MIDDLE SNAKE RIVER 


1. Interim Report No. 4, Mountain Sheep Dam, Portland District, Corps of 
Engineers, 1947, page 109: 

“* * * The District Engineers provisionally recommends adoption of Moun- 
tain Sheep project as a second step in development of the water resources of 
Snake River between the mouth of Weiser River and Lewiston, Idaho, if the 
Congress determines it is essential to leave the Salmon River open as a spawn- 
ing area for anadromous fish. * * *” 

2. House Document 531, 81st Congress, 2d session, volume 1, page 219: 

“* * * Tn the event that a satisfactory solution is not found to the problem 
of preserving the runs of anadromous fish, development of the Mountain Sheep 
site may take precedent over the Nez Perce project. * * *” 

3. Senate Document 51, 84th Congress, 1st session, page 33: 

“* * * Further consideration has been given the relation of the proposed 
Mountain Sheep and Pleasant Valley projects to the potential Nez Perce project, 
just below the junction of the Salmon and main Snake Rivers as described in 
House Document 531. In view of the importance of maintaining salmon spawn- 
ing conditions on the Salmon and Imnaha Rivers, and the probable elapse of 4 
number of years before further research enables passage of fingerlings down- 
stream past such a high dam, it is considered that the potentialities of the Nez 
Perce project should not be allowed to block the feasible development at the 
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Mountain Sheep and Pleasant Valley sites, if they can be developed in a reason- 
able period of time.” 

4. “Water Resources Development, Columbia River Basin,’ U.S. Army En- 
gineers Division, North Pacific, June 1958, volume 1, page 371: 

“Because of the major resources potential that can be developed by adoption 
of plan 3, the possibility of two-stage development permitting early attainment 
of nearly 60 percent of the benefits and the availability of a sound alternative 
in the event completion of the plan is not found practicable, it is proposed that 
plan 3, including the high Mountain Sheep and Lower Canyon projects, be 
adopted in the middle Snake River area for the major water plan. However, 
pecause of the need for further development and testing of fish handling 
facilities for high dams and the importance of the Salmon River anadromous 
fishery to the region, construction of the Lower Canyon project should. be 
deferred until an adequate handling procedure has been proyen. 


ATTACHMENT No. 3 


Effect of inflation and delay on cost of Nez Perce 


—_— - — — 











| High Moun- Lower | . Total | Nez Perce 
tain Sheep Canyon | 
Height (feet) 1.-- = saa eee 690 700 ; 709 
Construction costs ?_.._....-... et he $160, 600,000 | $182, 110, 000 ' $342 2,710,000 | $272, 280. 000 
Cons struction costs after 5-ye ur delay _ : $160, 60, 000 $221, 000, 000 | $381, 600, 000 | $330, 000, 000 
Capital eredit for flood control. __.----.-_.---.-| $24,000,000 | — $6,700,000 | $30, 700, 000 $12, 100, 000 
Construction costs allocable to power -.-----| $136, 600, 000 | $214, 300,000 | $350, 900,000 | $817, 900, 000 
Prime power at site and downstream (kilo- | | | 
AMD 21} = =~ 2 sopersdd dag bp b eieg= Fics 2 bittqusantoud Mos. pL | 1,050, 000 | 965, 000 
Cost per kilowatt prime power at site. _- To ian eel $334 | $330 








NOTES ON FIGURES 


i1Heights given are for reservoir elevations of 1,510, 1,575, and 1,490. The latter two 
must be revised upward to make comparable with high Mountain Sheep, but other figures 
not available. Gain in power and cost likely to be offsetting. 

?Construction cost figures are without interest during construction and fish facilities, 
to make cost figures comparable. Difference in basis of estimating used for Lower Canyon 
and Nez Perce should substantially cancel out. 

3Escalation index from construction costs of projects “Daily Construction Service,” 
Corps of Engineers, was reported in “States and USBR Reports on Costs, Material, and 
Labor, Irrigation and Hydropower Construction, 17 Western States,”’ 

Source of figures: High Mountain Sheep items 1 and 2 from Pacific Northwest Power 
Co.’s application for license to Federal Power Commission. 

Lower Canyon and Nez Perce items 1 and 2 from report of division engineer, north 
Pacific division, “Water Resource Development, Columbia River Basin” (1958). 

Items 4 and 5 calculated from annual flow control benefits from division engineer’s report 
capitalized at 414 percent. 

Item 6 from division engineer (sequence IV (H and J)) adjusted for comparability. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you, Mr. Robinson, the appended mate- 
rial will be printed as part of your statement. 

Senator Church, do you have any questions? 

Senator Cuurcn. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say first of all, 
Mr. Robinson, that I think you have made a very succinct and effec- 
tive statement of your case for high Mountain Sheep Dam. You 
understand that both Senate Resolution 35 and the bill that I have 
introduced relate to the Salmon River 

Mr. Roprnson. Yes. 

Senator Cuurcu (continuing). Were introduced for study pur- 
poses with the idea clearly in mind—and certainly this was the reason 
that I joined in the cosponsorship of the Senate Resolution 35—with 
the idea clearly in mind that this would give us an opportunity to 
come out into the Northwest and to hold “this series of hearings so 
that this whole matter could: be brought out and every side would 


have an opportunity to present its case. 
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I said when I introduced my bill that it was a study bill with this 
purpose definitely in mind. So we appreciate your contribution here 
this morning and I want to say that we are planning tomorrow to 
make an aerial reconnaissance of the very area that the testimony re- 
lates to here today covered by these bills. One of our interests will 
be to take a careful look at the proposed site of the high Mountain 
Sheep Dam. We are going to do that tomorrow morning and we will 
have Senator Bartlett with us for that purpose. 

Mr. Rosrnson. We are very glad you had the hearings out here, 
and we are more than pleased that you are going to make that trip, 
because that trip has made more converts to the high Mountain Sheep 
than anything we’ve done or said in the last 2 years. 

Senator Cuurcn. I want to make this point because we don’t come 
here with our minds foreclosed. We come here for information to 
hear all sides and that is the purpose of the hearings and that is the 
purpose of our trip tomorrow. 

Mr. Rostnson. We are very glad and I hope that you will take a 
good look at the model out here on the floor. 

Senator Cuurcu. I have already seen it. 

Mr. Rosrnson. That will give you an idea, because this is one proj- 
ect where you can screen off the entire Imnaha and not let any of the 
fingerlings back into the big reservoir, and this is probably one of the 
few places in the United States where that could be done. Therefore 
we don’t have to do the worrying about fish research on that. because 
you can use old tried and proven methods in taking care of fish in 
that manner. 

Senator Cuurcu. I have no further questions. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Anderson. 

Mr. Anperson. Mr. Robinson, how long do you estimate it would 
take to build high Mountain Sheep? 

Mr. Anperson. It will take 514 years after construction starts and 

you can only start construction around the first of July in any year 

i of making your diversion and doing your underwater work 
and bringing your concrete up to the height of your coffer dams that 
you use for diversion. So it will be 514 years after that. 

Mr. Anperson. How much money would you spend a year? 

Mr. Rostnson. Well the first year you of course don’t spend quite 
somuch money. You are developing your diversion tunnels and start- 
ing at the bottom of the river. But the total is $178 million at the 
dam, which would be spend in 514 years. 

Mr. Anperson. What do you estimate would be the construction 
period of the Nez Perce ? 

Mr. Rosinson. I don’t know. It would be somewhat longer. I 
think the army estimated 7 or 8 years. 

Mr. Anperson. In other words with this moratorium and starting, 
giving a year for authorization in Congress—the first appropria- 
tions—you would have about a 14-year period before a Nez Perce 
would be producing power ? 

Mr. Rostnson. I would think that would be about right. 

A moratorium is very serious to us because, as you know, under 
the priority and preference provisions of the Bonneville Act, the Fed- 
eral power all goes to the public bodies when there isn’t enough to 
supply the private companies, and our notification from Bonneville 
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is that there will be no more firm power available to private com- 
panies in the Northwest after the winter of 1963-64. So either we 
have got to get a power supply or we have got to sell out to public 
bodies and get out of the business and let the people of Idaho lose the 
tax money. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Robinson, what were the construction cost 
figures that you gave ¢ 

Mr. Rostnson. The high Mountain Sheep with five units, 875,000 
kilowatts nameplate rating, million kilowatts capability will cost 
$178 million, but then we have the problem of transmission to Port- 
land and Anaconda and Spokane. The overall project for the first 
five units is $250 million. We know it is financable and we know it 
is a practical project and the power would be at reasonable cost. We, 
our own company, serve in both north Idaho and eastern Washington, 
the other companies serve in the balance of the territory, Montana, 
Oregon, and so forth. 

Senator Bartierr. You said that by 1965 you must be engaged in 
the job of taking serious steps to put the last project under con- 
struction. 

Mr. Rogsinson. That is right, to have it available in 1975 which is 
the engineer's estimate that all of the economical projects of the 
Columbia and its tributaries must be in service by 1975. 

Senator Barruerr. It was Mr. Lloyd, I believe, who gave the com- 
mittee some population estimates for the future. The chairman, at 
Astoria, did likewise, and they were substantially in harmony as to 
figures but not by dates. I heard that one group of experts had es- 
timated that there would be 17 million people in Oregon and Wash- 
ington by the turn of the century. What is going to be done to de- 
liver electrical energy to the population of these several States in 
the year 2000 if all the hydropower is gone / 

Mr. Roptnson. Well, the hydro will all be gone long before 2000. 
There will be steam in the baseload of the Northwest area system 
in the next 15 years. It is either conventional steam or nuclear, de- 
pending upon the progress that nuclear makes. 

Pacific Power & Light, and ourselves, have a rather substantial 
coalfield on the west side of the Cascade Mountains which we have 
been developing for the past 2 or 3 years in preparation for the date 
when steampower has been put into the baseload of our systems. 

Senator Bartierr. What is your opinion about the feasibility of 
using power generated by nuclear means within the foreseeable 
future ? 

Mr. Rosrnson. Well, I wish that I would be as optimistic as some 
other people are. We have three men who have spent 2 years in study 
and also have had research teams on nuclear power and I prophesy 
that any nuclear power that could fit into the rate scheme, Pacific 
Northwest would be a minimum of 20 years away and maybe longer. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, sir. 

Now, do you agree that the difference in the height of the dams at 
high Mountain Sheep and Nez Perce is 60 feet ? 

Mr. Rosinson. No; I would think they would be the same height. 

Senator Bartietr. About the same height. 


Mr. Rosrnson. Well do you mean—they will come up to the same 
elevation ? 
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Senator Barrterr. Yes. 

Mr. Roxrtnson. The dam at Nez Perce would be a little higher than 
the Mountain Sheep, but they would both come to the same 1,510-foot 
elevation. 

One of the advantages of the combination, high Mountain Sheep 
and Lower Canyon on the Salmon is that you can go to 975 feet or 
higher on the Salmon, which gives it more storage and more power. 
With a combination of high Mountain Sheep and Lower Canyon you 
get more than you get at Nez Perce and of course if the fish problem 
could ever be solved at Nez Perce, it at the same time would be solved 
at Lower Salmon. 

Senator Bartrierr. You said that adoption of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35 would be a declaration on the part of the Congress that 
the Congress opposes private investment in power resource develop- 
ment no matter how good or how economically sound the proposal 
might be. Well, wouldn’t this be a declaration against the private or 
public power in that particular area? 

Mr. Roztnson. Not necessarily. You can’t foreclose the Federal 
Government when they want to build one themselves. But, they 
could foreclose our companies with this proposal and proceed in a 
very short period of time and go ahead with it. 

Senator Bartiterr. Mr. Robinson, you filled me with apprehen- 
sion when you reported to Senator Church that everyone who makes 
an aerial trip over this region becomes a convert to high Mountain 
Sheep. There are others I take it that are here who are opposed to 
this dam and I am afraid we may be spirited away before we are able 
to leave for there. Thank you very much for your contribution. 

Mr. Roprnson. Well the percentage is pretty high in any event. 

Senator Cuurcn. For the record I think we should say that we 
are going to look at the Nez Perce site and the high Pleasant Valley 
site as well. 

Mr. Roninson. Be sure to look at the slope of the rock at Nez Perce. 

Senator BArtierr. Mr. Samuelson. 

Mr. Samvuerson. Mr. Bartlett and the committee, my name is Don 
Samuelson. Iam president of District No. 1, Idaho Wildlife Federa- 
tion, Sandpoint, Idaho, which represents 15 clubs of the 5 northern 
counties of Idaho. 

I would first like to express my personal gratitude to the Senators 
for making this hearing possible. Sportsmen have not always had an 
opportunity to express their views in matters dealing with fish and 
wildlife resources. This is indeed an exercise in democracy. 

We sportsmen find ourselves greatly concerned over some of the 
proposed hydroelectric developments here in the Northwest and par- 
ticularly on the mid-Snake. We are concerned with the speed in 
which the projects are being planned, approved, and constructed, and 
at the same time are equally concerned with the lack of progress shown 
in the development of fish-handling devices at high dams. It has 
been proposed that a moratorium be placed on the hydroelectric de- 
velopment in the mid-Snake until 1964 in order that investigation 
and study can be devoted to the solution of the fish problem. 

The sportsmen of northern Idaho feel that it isn’t practical to as- 
sume that answers to fish-handling problems associated with the con- 
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struction of high dams can be positively solved in 5 years, 10 years, 
or 15 years, or any given time. 

A moratorium of this nature would, we feel, place in immediate 
jeopardy the highly prized Salmon River. Our organization is al- 
ready on record as favoring the construction of high Mountain Sheep 
Dam. 

Chairman Bartlett, I would like at this time to ask permission to 
have placed in the record this resolution, a copy of which is attached 
to my statement. 

Senator Bartietr. Permission is granted. 

Mr. Samuetson. Thank you, sir. Construction of this dam would, 
by virtue of its location immediately above the mouth of the Salmon 
River on the Snake, preclude construction of the Salmon River block- 
ing Nez Perce Dam. ‘The moratorium would obviously prevent con- 
struction of high Mountain Sheep Dam leaving the way clear for the 
later construction of the Nez Perce Dam which would destroy the 
Salmon River as a salmon- and steelhead-producing stream. 

Forecasts of the regional power needs for the next 15 to 20 years 
indicate that the demand for power will be at least 3 times the current 
need. This means that if the construction of high Mountain Sheep 
is prevented by a moratorium, the pressure within a short time for 
the construction of Nez Perce will grow and become stronger because 
if high Mountain Sheep is not built, Nez Perce will be the next best 
large remaining source of power in the Northwest. 

We see in the construction of high Mountain Sheep an implement 
to save the Salmon River for fish production and at the same time 
meet the region’s need for power. 

Complementing this thinking, we endorse Senator Chruch’s pro- 
posed Salmon River Sanctuary bill. His farsighted action in recom- 
mending that this drainage be restricted, insofar as hydroelectric de- 
velopment is concerned, to dams not exceeding in height those already 
constructed downstream from the mouth of the Salmon River is in- 
deed a step in the right direction. 

However, it seems apparent even to a layman that the construction 
of dams of 100 feet or less in height would not be practical on the 
Salmon River. It would seem, because of the remoteness of this area, 
transmission of electricity would become a problem and most certainly 
little storage could be expected from a dam only 100 feet in height. 
We are suggesting, therefore, that this bill be amended to prohibit the 
construction of dams of any height at least until such time as the 
fish passage problem is solved to the complete satisfaction of every- 
one concerned. 

Finally, we would like to go on record as favoring legislation that 
would require all dam building agencies to provide for the design, con- 
struction, and maintenance of fish handling facilities that would meet 
the approval of our State and Federal fish and game agencies. 

We think these things are most certainly in the best interest of the 
people. In developing the use of our waters, we must provide for 
recreation and the production of fish and game. This is basic to our 
western culture. To sacrifice these resources which are so essential 
to our society would be a most flagrant violation of trust. We must 
perpetuate our fish and wildlife wealth for ourselves and our posterity. 

45447—60—pt. 217 
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Chairman Barlett, I also have five additional statements supporting 
the views I have just given, that I have been authorized to submit 
to this committee. In the interest of time, I will only read their 
names and ask that their statements be entered in the record. They 
are: Russ Bishop, director, Idaho Wildlife Federation, Coolin, Idaho; 
M. E. Shelman, director, District 1, Idaho bg poe Federation, Bon- 
ners Ferry, Idaho; John Costello, president, Couer d’Alene Wildlife 
Federation, Couer d’Alene, Idaho; Leland Foster, president, Clarks 
Fork Rod and Gun Club, Clarks Fork, Idaho; and Earl Chapin, 
president, Bonner County Sportsmen’s Association, Sandpoint, Idaho, 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Barritetr. Mr. Samuelson, thank you for your statements 
and the additional statements which you are presenting will be printed 
in the record at the conclusion of your testimony. 

Congresswoman Pfost. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you, Chairman Bartlett. 

First, Mr. Samuelson, I would certainly like to commend you upon 
a very fine statement, a very coustructive one. 

Mr. Samuetson. Thank you. 

Mrs. Prosr. I want particul: irly to call attention to the statement 
you have made on page 3 in which you say that your organization 
favors legislation that would require all dam building agencies to 
provide for the design, construction, and maintenance of ‘fish handling 
facilities that would meet the approval of our State and Federal fish 
and game agencies. 

I feel that that is very vital and very important and should be re- 
quired. We then would not experience the great loss that we have 
experienced here in the past years, with regard to one of the dams on 
the Snake River. 

For that reason I feel that future designs could very well provide 
and protect the fish and wildlife, as here it is such an important in- 


dustry 
We are very appreciative of your taking time to come down and 
testify 


Mr. Samuetson. Thank you very much. 

Senator Barrierr. Senator Church, do you have any questions ? 

Senator Cuurcu. Mr. Chairman, I want to join with Congress- 
woman Pfost in commending you, Don, for this fine statement you 
have made. I appreciate the endorsement you have given to the bill 
that I have pending here regarding the Salmon River Sane tuary. 

You are the second, I believe, witness here, speaking for wildlife 
groups, that has indicated a support for the ‘high Mountain Sheep 
Dam. 

Now, do I understand you correctly that your thinking is this, that 
the high Mountain Sheep Dam will not constitute any barrier to the 

Salmon River and the Salmon River is the migration stream for 30 
percent of the salmon that pass McNary; is that correct ? 

Mr. SamMvuetson. Yes. 

Senator Cuurcn. And that is by far the most important salmon 
migration stream that is left in the whole Northwest area, is it not! 

Mr. Samvetson. That and the Clearwater; sir, yes. 

Senator Cuurcu. The Clearwater for steelhead principally, isn’t 
that so? 

Mr. SamvueEtson. Yes. 
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Senator Cuurcn. Now, do you feel that the construction of high 
Mountain Sheep Dam then above the mouth of the Salmon River, 
would constitute a lasting guarantee that Nez Perce would not be 
built. Is that your thinking? 

Mr. SAMUELSON, That is right, that is exactly right, sir. 

Senator Cuurcu. That the moratorium would prevent the construc- 
tion of high Mountain Sheep or any other dam in the middle Snake 
and would give you no lasting assurance as you look ahead that Nez 
Perce would not in fact be built with the rising demand for power 
needs and the pressing demand for further dam construction that 
would in fact occur at the end of that moratorium providing the fish 
problem had not been solved by then; is that your thinking ¢ 

Mr. Samuetson. Yes. I don’t believe that the fish problem is— 
that it is possible to set a date. 

Senator Cuurcn. In other words, if we have the moratorium for 
the period required and at the end of that time if the fish problem has 
not been satisfactorily solved, then you feel that the needs for power, 
due to the rapid economic development in the Northwest might then 
be so extreme that we will be forced to build Nez Perce anyway, is 
that correct ? 1 Bd 

Mr. Samvuetson. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Cuurcu. So you feel that the best guarantee against that 
possible development is the construction of the high Mountain Sheep 
Dam. 

Mr. Samvuerson. Yes, sir. We are dealing with the lesser number 
of fish on the Snake River than we are on the Salmon River. I mean 
we are 

Senator Cuurcn. Yes. 

Mr. SAMUELSON. —we are dealing on a stream there that 

Senator Cuurcn. Now the Imnaha River constitutes the migration 
stream for about 3 percent of the salmon passing McNary; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Samvetson. I think it is something like 9 percent that go 
u 

Senator Cuurcn. Or it is about one-tenth 

Mr. Samuetson. I believe it is between 9 and 15 percent, something 
like that, that goes up the Snake, as a whole about 3 percent of that 
goes up the Imnaha. We are dealing with a percentage of fish there 
that, is much less—I think probably between 30 to 50 percent that go 
up the Salmon River and the Salmon is a very, very important fish 
producing stream to the sportsmen of Idaho. 

Senator Cuvurcu. Now, with respect to my Salmon River sanctuary 
bill, I take it that it is your position that you approve of the bill, but 
you would like to see it strengthened by amendment to prohibit the 
construction of any dam on the Salmon River itself, until such time 
as the fish passage has been solved ? 

Mr. Samuetson. That is right, sir. 

Senator Cuurcn. That is your position. 

Mr. Samvetson. That is exactly right, sir. 

Senator Cuurcn. I think I have no further questions, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Senator Barrierr. Do you have any questions, Mr. Anderson? 

Mr. Anperson. No questions. 
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Senator Bartrierr. What percentage of the total salmon go up the 
Snake River, did you say, Mr. Samuelson ? 

Mr. SaMuELson. Somewhere up the Snake it is somewhere between 
9 and 15 percent, and that probably would vary from time to time as 
I recall from statistics that I have read. 

Senator Barrierr. Do you foresee any possibility that the entire 
fish run going up the Snake River might be destroyed by the construc- 
tion of high Mountain Sheep Dam ? 

Mr. SamMuetson. Well, not any more so than the dams that are al- 
ready existing. We have the Brownlee, the Oxbow, and the Hell’s 
Canyon Dam are—will be under construction in there, and we have 
dams that are—I mean we are working on the fish-passage facilities 
of those dams now, and that should be—we are working with some- 
thing—well in other words I don’t see any problems that will con- 
front us on the high Mountain Sheep that are not already confronting 
us on these other dams that are in existence or in the process of being 
built. 

Senator Bartterr. That would imply that there are no important 
tributary spawning streams between the site of the proposed high 
Mountain Sheep Dam and Hell’s Canyon, is that correct ? 

Mr. Samuetson. I don’t believe there is any good stream spawning 
grounds between that area. 

Senator Bartietr. You say that if high Mountain Sheep Dam is 
built, that Nez Perce will not be. Why is that? 

Mr. Samvetson. It would be, the site of the Nez Perce Dam is so 
close to the area that it is only 2 or 3 miles—several miles just below 
there and there wouldn’t be any—in other words if the Nez Perce was 
built it would backwater right up against the—almost to the top of 
the Mountain Sheep Dam, sir. 

Senator Barruierr. It is one or the other? 

Mr. Samuetson. It is one or the other; yes, sir. 

Senator Bartiterr. Thank you very much. 

(Attachments to Mr. Samuelson’s statement follow :) 








IpAHO WILDLIFE FEDERATION, District No. 1, REPRESENTING THE ORGANIZED 
SPORTSMEN OF BONNER, BOUNDARY, SHOSHONE, BENEWAH, AND KOOTENAI 
COUNTIES 


To Whom It May Concern: 


The membership of District No. 1 of the Idaho Wildlife Federation assembled 
together at Bonners Ferry, Idaho, for its regular quarterly meeting, October 11, 
1959, does hereby unanimously adopt the following resolution : 

“Whereas District No. 1 of the Idaho Wildlife Federation is vitally concerned 
about the well-being of the anadromous fisheries in the Snake and Salmon rivers 
in the State of Idaho; and 

“Whereas the maintenance and perpetuation of the anadromous fish runs on 
the Snake and Salmon rivers is considered highly desirable by District No. 1 of 
the Idaho Wildlife Federation not only for its commercial value to the State of 
Idaho, but as an immense recreational asset as well; and 

“Whereas qualified fisheries biologists from the states of Washington, Oregon, 
and Idaho have not been able to solve the great mysteries connected with the 
great anadromous fish runs up the Snake and Salmon Rivers; and 

“Whereas it is believed that the construction of a high hydroelectric project 
in the middle Snake River area at the proposed Nez Perce dam site below the 
mouth of the Salmon River would generate insurmountable problems in deal- 
ing with fish passing facilities for anadromous fish seeking out waters of the 
Salmon, Snake, and Imnaha rivers, all of which would have an adverse effect 
on the anadromous fish in the Snake River and in fact would inevitably seal 
the fate of that fisheries resource; and 
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“Whereas it is felt that the hydroelectric project as proposed by the Pacific 
Northwest Power Co. at the high Mountain Sheep dam site on the Snake River 
1 mile above the mouth of the Salmon River does deal more realistically with 
the fisheries problems in the middle Snake River area in handling anadromous 
fish runs and by the very nature of its site does not block the mouth of the 
Salmon River which receives 28.6 percent of the total upstream migrants pass- 
ing McNary Dam as well as providing spawning beds for over 50 percent of 
the spring chinook that pass McNary: Be it therefore 

“Resolved, That we, the District No. 1 of the Idaho Wildlife Federation, do 
hereby go on record endorsing the Pacific Northwest Power Co.’s proposal to 
construct high Mountain Sheep Dam above the mouth of the Salmon River 
in the middle Snake River and that District No. 1 of the Idaho Wildlife Federa- 
tion remain unequivocally opposed to the construction of any hydroelectric 
project at the proposed Nez Perce site below the mouth of the Salmon River.” 


Don SAMUELSON, President. 


BisHop’s MARINA, 
Prist Lake, Coolin, Idaho, November 12, 1959. 


To the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee of the US. Senate, 
Lewiston, Idaho: 


My name is Russell Bishop. I live at Coolin, Idaho. I am appearing as a 
private citizen; however, I am confident that my statement will reflect the 
feeling and thoughts of many more people. 

The measures that you gentlemen are seeking public reaction to today are 
of the utmost importance to every citizen of the Northwest. They are particu- 
larly important to the sportsmen. I am genuinely aware of this because I have 
been active in fish and game affairs in the State of Idaho for nearly 25 years 
and have had ample opportunity to acquaint myself with sportsmen problems 
and to actively participate in the pursuit of solution to these problems. 

The question of fish on the Snake and Salmon Rivers is vitally important to 
not only Idaho sportsmen but to the commercial industry and all the allied 
businesses of sports and commercial fishing. 

The retention of the Salmon River for the production of salmon and steel- 
head is, in my opinion, the greatest use this stream can be put to. Senator 
Church’s proposal that dams, if they are to be built om the Salmon River, be 
restricted so that they will offer no more hindrance to fish than those already 
existing downstream is certainly a commendable move. 

However, in order to effect a true salmon and steelhead sanctuary on this 
stream, I would suggest an amendment to this bill which would prohibit dams 
of any size that would block the Salmon River. 

The oftentimes mentioned Nez Perce Dam, below the mouth of the Salmon 
River, would be disastrous insofar as salmon and steelhead in this area are 
concerned. 

Compatible with the principal of Senator Church’s bill is the proposed high 
Mountain Sheep Dam. The Idaho Wildlife Federation District No. 1, of which 
Iam a director, is already on record as favoring this project. This dam would 
block the construction of the Nez Perce Dam forever and would keep the 
Salmon River open to fish migration, and at the same time provide our region 
with power that will most certainly be needed within the next 5 years. 

Much less compatible with Senator Church’s Salmon River sanctuary bill 
is the idea of a moratorium in the mid-Snake area as it now stands. It has 
been proposed, I believe, to stop all dam construction on the mid-Snake for 
5 years so that the fish problems can be solved. This, of course, would apply 
tohigh Mountain Sheep. 

It appears to me that with high Mountain Sheep we can “have our cake and 
eat it too.” This project will prevent Nez Perce, leave the Salmon River open 
for fish, provide power, and the research program for fish ean still go on. 

I would like to suggest that consideration be given to an amendment to this 
bill which would provide for a moratorium on the Snake from and including 
the mouth of the Salmon downstream. 

Thank you, gentlemen, for the opportunity of appearing. 


RUSSELL BISHOP. 
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Monxk’s TEXACO SERVICE STATION. 
Bonners Ferry, Idaho, November 9, 1959. 
THE SENATE INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE COMMITTEE, 
Public Hearing, Lewiston, Idaho. 


Deak Srrs: Being a director of the Idaho Wildlife Federation and one who 
has filled various offices of the federation in the past few years and also have 
worked in close cooperation with the Idaho Fish and Game Department of the 
State of Idaho, I wish to make the following statements in behalf of the high 
Mountain Sheep Dam: 

Whereas at the present time there is considerable conflict over when and 
where dams should be built on the middle Snake River in Idaho and due to the 
fact that the Salmon River is the last and greatest unobstructed spawning area 
for Chinook salmon and steelhead trout, I urge that every precaution be made 
to preserve this area, that we might preserve and protect said spawning areas; 
and 

To this end: With no reservation whatsoever, I’m opposed to the building of 
the Nez Perce Dam and wish to recommend the early construction of the high 
Mountain Sheep Dam and in the best interest of the economy of the State of 
Idaho, would urge that said construction be done by private power companies, 

Furthermore, I would urge that no permits be issued for the building of dams 
until adequate fish handling facilities are available. 

Respectfully submitted. 

M. E. SHELMAN, 
Director, District No. 1, Idaho Wildlife Federation, 


CoEeUR D’ALENE WIIDLIFE FEDERATION, 
Coeur d@’ Alene, Idaho, November 6, 1959. 
To All Concerned: 

The Coeur d’Alene Wildlife Federation is on record endorsing the construction 
of the high Mountain Sheep Dam above the mouth of the Salmon River on the 
Snake River. Remaining unequivocally opposed to the construction of any dam 
below the mouth of the Salmon River such as the Nez Perce. 

Very truly yours, 
Joun S. Coste.1.o, President. 


CLARK Fork, IDAHO, November 9, 1959. 

My name is Liland Foster. I am president of the Clark Fork Rod and Gun 
Club. 

Our fish and wildlife resources should be of great concern to all of us. We 
have only to look back to the time when many of our streams were full of 
fish that no longer can traverse these streams because of dams that were 
built on them. Therefore, before any more dams are built let us be sure that 
we do not destroy the rest of our natural resources. 

We, as sportsmen, see in the construction of high Mountain Sheep an imple- 
ment to save the Salmon River for fish production. Also the construction of 
this dam should meet the region’s power needs. 

Therefore we urge construction of the high Mountain Sheep as a means to 
prevent construction of Nez Perce Dam, which would destroy the Salmon 
River as a salmon and steelhead producing stream. 

We would like to go on record as favoring legislation which would require 
all dam-building agencies to provide for the construction and maintenance of 
fish-handling facilities that would meet the approval of our State and Federal 
fish and game agencies. 

We feel that these things are of vital importance to us not only now but our 
future posterity. 

I wish at this time to give my thanks to the Senators for this opportunity to 
express our desires in this very important matter dealing with our fish and wild- 
life resources. 

Respectfully yours, 


LILAND FOSTER, 
President, Clark Fork Rod and Gun Club. 
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; SANDPOINT IDAHO, November 9, 1959. 
A STATEMENT BEFORE THE SENATE INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE COMMITTEE 
As president of the Bonner County Sportsmans Association, I am very much 


interested in conservation of fish and wildlife. 


I have had opportunity to talk to many sportsmen from northern Idaho. We 
are on record as favoring the high Mountain Sheep Dam as it is above the Salmon 
River and will have no immediate effect on wildlife. 


We are opposed to the Nez Perce Dam. The Nez Perce Dam will block the 
Salmon River and ruin the spawning ground of the salmon and steelhead 
trout. The Nez Perce Dam will also flood the winter ranges of our big game. 

We sincerely hope that the Salmon River and its tributaries are left as nature 
needs it, and that a dam will never block its flow. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 


EARL A. CHAPIN. 

Senator Barrierr. Our next witness is Ross Leonard, director, 
Idaho Department of Fish and Game, accompanied by Mr. Forest 
Houck. 

Mr. Lronarp. Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, my name is 
Ross Leonard. I am director of the Idaho Fish and Game Depart- 
ment. Our office address is 518 Front Street, Boise, Idaho. 

In order to expedite this hearing, I will go right into the statement 
which we have prepared regarding the three bills that we are here 
to discuss. 

The Idaho Department of Fish and Game, through the Fish and 
Game Commission, is charged with the statutory obligation of pre- 
serving, protecting, perpetuating, and managing the fish and wildlife 
resources of the State of Idaho. The broad implications of this charge 
are immediately apparent. The preservation of these great natural 
resources which provide so much hunting, fishing, bird watching, wild- 
life photography, and related recreational outlets for a growing 
human population with increasing spare time to enjoy these pursuits, 
requires a constant vigilance on the part of everyone. 

We appreciate the opportunity to appear before the members of 
this U.S. Senate Commitee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce and 
express our views on S. 1420, S. 2586, and S. Con. Res. 35. Each of 
these measures recognizes the value of the anadromous fisheries of the 
Columbia Basin including those of the middle Snake River and its 
tributaries, particularly the Salmon River. 

They also recognize the potential threat to the preservation of the 
anadromous fishery resources of the Pacific Northwest so apparent in 
proposals to construct high dams across the migratory routes of 
salmon and steelhead. The introduction of these measures for con- 
gressional consideration is good, and indicates the increasing rec- 
ognition being given to fish and wildlife values. 


THE ACCELERATED DAM CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 


At the present time the Columbia Basin is seething with plans for 
the construction of dams having hydropower production as their 
major consideration. These plans are proceeding despite an abun- 
dance of power at the present time. On the Columbia River four 
dams, John Day, Priest Rapids, Wanapum, and Rocky Reach, are 
under construction and two are proposed, Wells and Ben Franklin, 
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which will completely harness the Columbia River from the Canadian 
border to the Pacific Ocean. 

In the middle Snake Basin two dams, Brownlee and Oxbow, are 
under construction or built; another, Hells Canyon, is licensed; and 
six more, Bruces Eddy, Penny Cliffs on the Clearwater, Lower Canyon 
on the Salmon, and Asotin, China Gardens, and high Mountain Sheep, 
are proposed. 

In the lower Snake one dam, Ice Harbor, is nearing completion and 
three others, Lower Monumental, Little Goose, and Lower Granite, 
are authorized. If all these proposed or authorized dams are con- 
structed, the Columbia and Snake Rivers as presently used by migrat- 
ing fish will be inundated and much of their spawning habitat lost. 

It is very apparent that the competition among power producers to 
acquire the last remaining good hydro sites is much keener than the 
present or immediate future demands for power warrant, It is essen- 
tial that an orderly program for development of the Columbia River 
Basin be initiated if we are going to realize the fullest value of its 
mighty resources, including fish and wildlife. 


PRESENT ABUNDANCE OF POWER 


The amount of water wasting over the spillways of many Columbia 
Basin dams testifies to the present abundance of power production 
facilities in the Pacific Northwest. Not all of this spill is occurring 
during daily periods of minimum power demands. Several dams, in- 
cluding Brownlee on the middle Snake, have had a continuous spill 
since beginning of the fall rains in early September of this year. 


The Columbia River Basin Water Resource Development Report 
(revised 308 report) indicates that projects assured and under con- 
struction will fill anticipated power loads through 1955. Reports of 
favorable consideration being given to international projects lends 
encouragement to developments away from the migration routes of 
anadromous fishes. 


PRESENT NEEDS FOR FLOOD CONTROL 


The Clearwater is the only Snake River tributary that contributes 
importantly to Columbia River floods. The Salmon River has never 
offered a serious flood threat. The Weiser and Payette are the only 
other Snake River tributaries which are not completely controlled 
during periods of runoff. 

Control of the Columbia River at The Dalles to flows below 800,000 
cubic feet per second appears to be accomplished at the present time. 
If further control is necessary in the immediate future, flood-storage 
projects off the migratory routes of anadromous fishes should be given 
first consideration. 


ORDERLY DEVELOPMENT IN IDAHO 


We contend that orderly development of multiple-purpose, water- 
use projects in Idaho is necessary if the valuable fish and wildlife re- 
sources of the State are to be maintained. 

Two projects are included in Idaho in the Corps of Engineers water- 
resource development plan which will not affect present anadromous 
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fisheries. These are Enaville on the Coeur d’Alene River and Garden 
Valley on the Payette. Such proposals should receive consideration 
ahead of other projects which are, perhaps, more feasible from a bene- 
fit-cost ratio, but which would seriously affect our anadromous 
fisheries. 

The present optimistic outlook for favorable consideration of Libby 
Dam on the Kootenai River and of Canadian projects on the upper 
Columbia could contribute much toward adequate flood-control and 
power-production development in the immediate future. Addi- 
tionally, thermonuclear power developments may not be too far dis- 
tant. 

8. 1420 


Senate bill 1420 in its amended form, would require the Federal 
Power Commission to “give due regard to” any amendments or addi- 
tions to project license provisions concerning migratory fish or game 
which might be recommended by the Secretary of Interior. Before 
final licensing the Congress would have 120 days to enter objections 
to the license after reviewing the recommendations of the Secretary 
of the Interior and determining if due regard had been given these 
recommendations. 

This bill, which provides for a review of the final license require- 
ments for fish and wildlife in a project licensed by the Federal Power 
Commission, tends to strengthen public Law 85-624, the Fish and 


Wildlife Coordination Act. 


S. 2586 


Senate bill 2586 is intended to provide a fish sanctuary of the spawn- 
ing areas of the Salmon River but it inadvertently, by implication, 
would give congressional approval to the construction of certain types 
of dams—no more restrictive to fish passage than those dams already 
in existence below the mouth of the Salmon River—in those por- 
tions of the Salmon River where established spawning grounds are 
not located. 

The Salmon River is the largest remaining spawning and rearing 
area for spring and summer Chinook salmon in the Columbia River 
drainage. It is estimated that in 1957 over 156,000 of these fish mi- 
grated into the Salmon River and its tributaries. The only portions 
of this river drainage not used by spawning fish are the upper Little 
Salmon River and portions of the main Salmon River downstream 
from its middle fork. 

About one-half of the total Columbia River production of spring 
and summer Chinook salmon is contributed by the Salmon River. 
These fish make up an important part of the ocean troll and net 
eatches of spring and summer Chinook as well as the Columbia River 
landings. It is estimated that the Salmon River has had escape- 
ments of 45,000 steelhead trout, in addition to its Chinook salmon 
runs. 

Although the terms of this bill would place restrictions upon the 
type, location, size, and possibly the number of dams which might 
be built in the Salmon River, it is generally recognized that any 
dam causes losses to migrating fish populations. Since the lower 200 
miles of the Salmon River falls approximately 2,000 feet, the con- 
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struction of 20 dams 100 feet high would be possible under the terms 
of this bill. These dams, then, would actually be more restrictive to 
fish migrations than those in existence below the Salmon River. 

Without upstream storage it is unlikely that low-head dams would 
be feasible on the Salmon River. The bill would, however, permit 
such development which could be very detrimental to the Salmon 
River fishery. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 35 


Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 plans to establish a 5-year mora- 
torium on Federal licensing of dams in a 65-mile section of the Middle 
Snake River and the Salmon and Imnaha Rivers, hoping that prob- 
lems related to fish passage over high dams will be solved in the 
meantime. 

A moratorium on construction of all high dams across the migratory 

aths of anadromous fish until these problems are solved would 
“ very desirable. However, limiting the moratorium to a 5-year 
period to provide time to solve the many engineering and biological 
problems related to fish passage at high dams is comparable to re- 
quiring a staff of doctors to find an effective cure for all types of 
cancer within a prescribed length of time. 

An intensified research program to solve the problems of fish pas- 
sage at high dams is needed. Authorization of such a program 
should be accompanied with the necessary funds, however. Until 
these problems are solved there cannot be orderly water resources de- 
velopment in the Columbia River Basin. 


SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


The importance of these measures lies in their recognition of the 
value of the anadromous fish to the economy of the Columbia Basin. 
High dams pose a potential threat to this valuable resource. ‘Two of 
the bills recagnize the importance of the Salmon River in its con- 
tribution of fish to the Columbia River fishery. Finally, one of the 
bills points to the need for an intensive research program to solve 
the problems of fish passage at high dams. 

I would like to point out at this time that 10 years ago the fisheries 
resource received little if any consideration in hearings such as this. 
We feel that recognition is now given to our wildlife resources and 
we appreciate this consideration. 

This Department favors the passage of S. 1420 because it definitely 
recognizes the value of the anadromous fisheries resource. 

The sanctuary features included in S. 2586 are particularly desir- 
able. However, they should be extended to include all the large spawn- 
ing drainages left to anadromous fish. We cannot favor this bill, 
however, because of the inherent dangers which lie in the construction 
of any dams on the Salmon River. 

While we believe the intent behind the introduction of Senate Con- 
current Resolution 35 was to benefit and assure the future of the fish- 
ery resource, we are fearful that it may not accomplish this purpose. 
We can only favor this resolution if it lengthens the time needed to 
find the answers to the many problems and includes a provision for 
funds which may be used in solving these problems. It must also in- 
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clude other areas essential to the continued production of our 
anadromous fisheries. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, with your indulgence we have some figures 
which have been quoted rather loosely around here today on our charts 
over here. I would like to ask Mr. Forest Houck, who is in charge 
of that program for the department of fish and game to review those 
figures just briefly with us. 

Senator Barrietr. Surely. 

Mr. Houck. My name is Forest Houck. I live in Boise, Idaho. 

Senator Bartierr. And your position ? 

Mr. Hovck. I am coordinator of basin investigations for the fish 
and game department. 

Senator Barttetr. Of the State of Idaho. 

Mr. Houck. Of the State of Idaho. 

There are two maps, Senator, both of which are attached to the 
statement, the only difference being that the river systems which afford 
the migratory route for anadromous fishes are outlined in red on the 
large-scale maps. 

The first map deals with the Salmon River which has been spoken 
of as being the most important spawning area for spring and summer 
Chinook in the Columbia Basin. 

It has been reported and I believe a statement was made at Astoria 
the other day that about half of the spring and summer Chinook pro- 
duction of the Columbia River comes from this drainage, so its im- 
portance is apparent. 

The map shows the presently established spawning areas of 
anadromous fish, including steelhead trout in that river drainage. 
You note that there are very few portions of the river itself which 
are not utilized by spawning fish, and some of the minor tributaries 
toward the mouth of the Salmon River are also used but are not so 
indicated on this map. 

The estimated total escapement into the Salmon River of anadro- 
mous fish for Chinook salmon in 1957 was 156,000; for steelhead trout 
in 1958-59, 45,000, for a total of 201,000 salmon and steelhead into 
this drainage. 

The estimated sport catch in the Salmon River drainage of Chinook 
salmon in 1957 was 75,200 fish, approximately 50 percent of the run. 
The estimated sport catch of steelhead trout from the Salmon River 
in the fish year 1958-59 was 22,000. This leaves us a spawning escape- 
ment of Chinook salmon of about 77,800 fish and of steelhead trout 
of 23,000. 

Senator Bartierr. Is that a sufficient escapement ? 

Mr. Houck. Well actually, Senator, the escapement has been in- 
creasing and we are grateful that it has been. We would like to take 
credit for part of that increase. However, the river drainage is not 
yet supporting all of the fish it could support. If that is what you 
meant ? 

Senator Bartrert. That is the answer that I desired. 

Mr. Houck. The second map is of the Clearwater River drainage, 
showing the anadromous fish spawning areas. This is a very im- 
portant stream to the production of steelhead trout. 
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During the last fish year which ran from July 1, 1958 to June 30, 
1959, there were 33,216 steelhead counted over the Lewiston Dam just 
about 2 miles from where we sit. 

The counts for the 5 preceding years are also given on this figure. 

In the 1958-59 year, which is the largest of record to date, there 
were 8,000 fish estimated to have been caught below the Lewiston Dam 
in about 4 miles of river. So that the total Clearwater escapement 
was in the neighborhood of 41,216 steelhead. 

The catch below the dam is estimated to have been 11,000 fish for a 
total sport catch out of the Clearwater of 19,000 and the spawning 
escapement was 22,000. 

Senator Cuurcnu. Excuse me, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Bartietr. Do you have some questions ? 

Senator Cuurcu. I have a statement that I want to make about this 
testimony that Ross Leonard has given. 

Senator Bartierr. Before you do, Senator, I wonder if I might ask 
one question. 

Senator Cuurcu. Surely. 

Senator Bartietr. Mr. Leonard, you spoke in your capacity as di- 
rector of the Idaho Department of Fish and Game—— 

Mr. Leonarp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bartierr. Can you tell the committee if the position you 
reported is synonymous with that of the State administration ? 

(No response. ) 

Senator Barrterr. Is this the position of the State of Idaho as 
such ? 

Mr. Leonarp. It is the position of the Idaho Fish and Game Com- 
mission. 

Senator Barrierr. Well, do you know if that position is the same 
as the position of the Governor of Idaho? 

Mr. Leonarp. On the statements made here today I think there is no 
contradiction. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you. 

Senator Cuurcu. Well, I would like to say then that I think that 
there is so much unrealism in this statement that it places the future 
of reasonable protection of our fish resources in very serious jeopardy. 

Now, as you know Ross, I have a genuine interest in the preserva- 
tion of fish and fish migration in Idaho. But I also have and I will 
continue to have an equally serious interest in the development of our 
water resources in a way that will do justice to our other interests, 
which are also very great. 

We all know that the increasing requirements for hydroelectric 
energy in the Northwest are so large that there is great pressure for 
dam construction on our major rivers in the Northwest. We can’t 
change that by not liking it. We can’t change it no matter how de- 
voted we are to the interests of proper protection of our fish resources. 
But what we have to do is to try and come up with a realistic program 
that will balance these interests against one another in a reasonable 
way. 

Now, you have stated the principles with which I have no argu- 
ment at all in the first part of your statement, but then you go on 
to an analysis of the problem that seems to me to be totally at vari- 
ance with the established facts. 
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In applying these principles you say if we must have dams then 
let us have dams that are not going to constitute any interference with 
our fish and fish spawning areas. You say the Enaville Dam. Well 
now the Enaville Dam is just a very small dam that is going to have 
very little real impact on the solving of power problems. 

To talk about the Enaville Dam is not to talk about a solution, 
that’s just a very small piece in this puzzle. 

You mentioned the Garden Valley Dam. The Garden Valley Dam 
is a sizable project, one that I think has a lot of merit, but here again 
it doesn’t begin to constitute the whole answer to the power needs 
that we are going to have to look to within the next 2, 3, 4 or 5 years. 

You speak of Libby Dam. I have been very much interested in 
the Libby Dam. I have even taken the trouble to go to Canada and 
to discuss this matter with Members of the Parliament at the Inter- 
Parliamentary Conference between Members of Congress and the 
Canadians this past year in an attempt to break this stalemate that 
exists between our two Governments on the Libby Dam. I know 
a good deal about that problem and I'll tell you right now it is not 
going to be solved next week. 

We have been trying to solve it for several years, for 5 or 10 years. 
Studies have been going on for more than—for more time than that, 
and it is likely to be some time to come. Anyway that is going to 
depend upon the concurrence and acquiescence of the Canadian Gov- 
ernment and we are in no position to guarantee that. 

Well then what have you got? You have got three dams that you 
have referred to, one of which is not consequential in solving the 
problem and both of the other of which are problematical at the 
present time, against a tremendously growing need for power. These 
dams are no answer to that need. 

Then when you go on to say we ought to have a sanctuary not just 
on the Salmon River but on all rivers where spawning takes place, 
that’s a fine thing in terms of fish protection but I have got to be 
realistic enough to know that the other interests that we have got to 
be mindful of and the other pressing demands upon our resources 
are going to overwhelm you. You may be just as sincere as you can 
be, and 1 am sure you are, but just as sure as I am sitting here this 
is not a blueprint that will realistically save the fish in Idaho. As 
long as the Commission holds to this kind of blueprint, and as long 
as this is the position of the Governor and the State administration, 
then 

Mr. Leonarp. I am glad to make this point clear. I am not com- 
mitting the Governor to any position at all. 

Senator CuHurcu. I understood in your response to the chairman, 
that this was the position of the State administration. But if it is 
the position of the Commission then I don’t think it is going to do 
the job that you want to have done, because I think that 1f you hold 
to that position you are going to be overrun and you are going to find 
that your objective has been totally unaccomplished. 

Now in respect to the position you take as to the salmon senctuary 
bill of my own. You say by indirection or by implication, you see a 
ghost in this bill. Because the bill says no dam shall be constructed 
that is higher than 100 feet, therefore by indirection it constitutes 
approval of dams lower than that, that 100-foot level. 
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Well now, is there anything in the present Federal law that would 
prevent the construction of any dam at any level on the Salmon River? 
Is there any measure of protection at all in the present Federal 
law ? 

Mr. Leonarp. In certain portions of it; yes. 

Senator Cuurcu. Where? 

Mr. Lreonarp. In the pending withdrawal of the upper Salmon in 
the Middle Fork of the Salmon there is some protection 

Senator Cuurcnu. Isn’t it so that under the present law if a private 
utility or the Government, either one, let’s say a private utility wanted 
to go in and file an application with the F PC to build one of the high 
dams that. the Corps of Engineers is contemplating constructing on 
the Salmon River, there is nothing in the law now that would prevent 
the FPC from granting that license if it saw fit to grant it? 

Mr. Lreonarp. That is true. 

Senator Cuurcu. This is the fault that I find with your statement. 
I think you don’t have a blueprint here that is reasonable, and as 
long as you hold to an unreasonable position you are going to lose 
your fight, Ross. That isn’t in the interest of fish preservation at all, 
as I see it. 

_ Senator Barrterr. Senator Church, I believe Mr. Leonard is champ- 

at the bit. 

Mr. Leonarp. Not particularly. We are trying to face this prob- 
lem realistically and 1 am certain that in our opinion we have. Five 
dams in Idaho have destroyed approximately 40 percent of the total 
anadromous fish run in the State on some of the tributaries of the 
Snake River. The only river that is left uncontrolled that has no 
dams on it at the present time, the only tributary is the Salmon 
River. 

We lost our tremendous salmon run in the Clearwater by one dam 
that was referred to by a couple of miles up the river here on the 
Clearwater. 

As I pointed out in the Senate hearings in Boise 2 or 3 weeks ago 
on water resources, we only have the Salmon River yet that is so- 
called uncontrolled, and we are going to take what measures we can 
to protect that river. 

Vv e may have to face this problem realistically. Our Commission 
at their recent meeting went on record as favoring the construction 
of the high Mountain Sheep Dam over the Nez Perce Dam. The con- 
struction on the Nez Perce Dam with the present knowledge we have 
on fish passage with the three streams involved there, the Snake River, 
the Imnaha, and the Salmon River with our present knowledge we 
will be out of the anadromous fish business above that dam. 

Senator Cuurcu. Well the very thing that has happened on the 
Clearwater River is the thing that I would like to avoid happening 
on the Salmon, and the Salmon River right now is without any meas- 
ure of Federal protection. 

Now, we can talk about establishing a sanctuary for all spawning 
areas in every river of the State, but such a bill is never going to have 
the approval of the Congress and the other interests that are related 
to river development are such that we are not talking realistically 
when we make that the blueprint of our program. 
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I would like to see us take a step that I think can be taken, that 
ought to have been taken to have protected the Clearwater a long time 
ago, and can feasibly be taken now, if we set our sights realistically 
that will give some measure of protection to the Salmon. 

To read the bill backwards; as I think you have done in your state- 
ment here, certainly makes no contribution to that objective. 

Senator Barr err. Does that conclude your questioning 4 

Senator CuurcH. Yes; Iam through. 

Mrs. Prost. I will not ask any questions at this juncture. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Anderson ? 

Mr. Anperson. Mr. Leonard, there has been quite a bit of mention 
here of the proposition that we are going to have to forget natural 
propagation of fish and go into artificial propagation. 

I would like to ask you two questions in that regard. 

First of all, how long do you think it would take until you know 
definitely that you have the fish problem solved? I mean how many 
spawning cycles would you have to go through? 

Mr. Lreonarp. We have estimated in reply to that very question 
from General Itschner of the Corps of Engineers, that it would take 
from 12 to 15 years. 

Mr. Anperson. What has been the success as far as you know in 
artificial propagation where it has been tried in other watersheds? 

Mr. Lronarp. There has been some success downstream. 

If you mean hatchery production—artificial propagation through 
hatchery production—we haven't been too interested in that in Idaho, 
because we are interested in the sport fishing activity not in commer- 
cial fishing. If we install hatcheries or artificial spawning beds be- 
low dams for downstream migration of anadromous fish it will con- 
tribute very little to the sport fishing in the State of Idaho. 

Mr. Anperson. I have heard one of the statements earlier, talking 
about these “silver hordes” that used to come up the streams. What 
is your goal in the protection of these anadromous fish runs? Are we 
trying to save a minimal run so that we will have a run every year 
or are we trying to get the run back to where it used to be in the 
1880’s? What is your idea on this? 

Mr. Lronarp. We are trying to maintain or restore the run, the 
fish run, to the carrying capacity of the streams involved whatever it 
might be. 

Mr. Anperson. Full-time capacity ? 

Mr. Lronarp. Yes. 

Mr. Anperson. Well, there has been according to the Army En- 
gineers, $136 million spent on studies of fish in the Columbia Basin, 
since the Bonneville Dam went in, counting all of the various dams 
and fish facilities that have been built into them in related study. 

How much money do you think that this area could use per year 
at the present time wisely to study fish? How much would it take? 

Mr. Lronarp. IT think that $136 million has been spent not only on 
research but on projects to mitigate the losses, construction effort, lad- 
ders, artificial spawning beds, and so on. 

Mr. Anperson. Yes; that is included in the dams. 

Mr. Lronarp. We are of the opinion that possibly a million dollars 
a year for the next 10 years would—we would come up with some of 
the answers to the problems which confront us at the present time. 
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If I might add this statement. We feel that the progress in find- 
ing some of the answers to this fish-passage problem have really been 
tremendous during the last 8 or 10 years, and particularly in the last 
3 or 4 years. Since money has been made available by the construe- 
tion agencies and by the Congress of the United States to try to find 
answers to these problems. We think that we are going to find the 
answers, but at the present time we do not have the answer to 
Nez Perce because of the different temperatures and the different 
volume of waters from those streams coming in above there, we feel 
that the answer is quite a long ways away on that. 

We believe that with some of the knowledge that we are gaining 
at Brownlee, we may be able to solve some of the problems at the 
high Mountain Sheep Dam. With cooperation of everyone involved, 
and the construction agencies, the Government, the State agencies 
and so on, we can possibly solve some of these problems. We say we 
just don’t know when, but we do feel that they are soluble. 

Mr. Anperson. You have two agencies involved here, a Federal 
Fish and Wildlife Service, and an Idaho State Game Department, 

Do you feel that you are both working toward the same standards 
of fish-passage facilities? In other words, when you have decided 
that you have the answer or they have decided they have the answer 
too, are you working together ? 

Mr. Lronarp. Our objective is to work as closely together as pos- 
sible in obtaining the answers to these problems. 

Mr. Anperson. The role of the State administration has been 
brought up. The Idaho Fish and Game Commission is an autonomous 
group with its own funds, is it not ? 

Mr. Lronarp. It is supported entirely by the people who fish and 
hunt in the State of Idaho. The fish and game commission—I would 
like to make it clear that the statements that our commission make 
at times, they are not speaking for the Governor or for the admin- 
istration of the State of Idaho. 

Mr. Anprrson. Do you think that the fish facilities which have 
been provided at Brownlee and fish facilities which have been pro- 
vided at Pelton Dam are actually getting close to the solution to the 
fish problem. In other words, transportation around the downstream 
migrants ¢ 

Mr. Leonarp. We feel that the problem of solving the upstream 
migration problem is working very well. We are becoming more 
optimistic about that all the time. We feel that these downstream 
facilities—we are making progress, they have not been proven, there 
have been some disappointments, but there is a possibility that we 
are on the verge of finding the solution to the downstream migration 
problem. 

As I pointed out it is not completely solved. 

Mr. Anperson. I noticed that Forest Houck said that you had a 50- 
percent catch of the upstream migration in the Salman River. Do 
you think that high a catch will be any deterrent to building up full 
carrying capacity of that river? 

Mr. Leonarp. No; I do not. The population has been increasing 
and we feel that with our knowledge of that fish problem we are allow- 
ing sufficient escapement to guarantee the future of those runs there. 

Senator Bartierr. Before we proceed further with questions, Mr. 
Leonard, and there may be a few more, the committee will hear an 
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announcement to be made by President Dwight Barton of the cham- 
ber of commerce. Would you please come forward Mr. Barton. 

Mr. Barron. Following the procedure I should say I am Dwight 
Barton, president of the Chamber of Commerce of Lewiston. 

Senator Bariterr. We are glad to have you here for many reasons. 

Mr. Barron. It is my pleasure to announce that our chamber has 
arranged a luncheon honoring your committee and the other distin- 


guished visitors, a no-host luncheon by the way, in the ballroom ad- 
jacent to the lobby on the west side of the bui! ding, immediately fol- 


iowing the adjournment this noon. 

We “would like to have ev reryone here to come to our luncheon. 

Senator Barrierr. Is there any special time 4 

Mr. Barron. It will be ready as soon as you are through. I as- 
sume that it is prepared for about 12 m. 

Senator Barrietr. Thank you very much, Mr. Barton, we ap- 
preciate the invitation and those at the head table at least will be 
there. 

Now we will return to Mr. Leonard. Congresswoman Pfost de- 
sires to ask you some questions. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Leonard, have you people made studies showing 
the number of fish that migrate past the high Mountain Sheep site? 


STATE OF IDAHO, 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, 
Boise, Idaho, Deeember 3, 1959. 
Mr. HvsE, 
Care of Senator Bartlett's Office, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Huse: During the recent public hearings of the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce conducted by Senator Bartlett at Lewiston, Idaho, 
November 12, 1959, the Senator requested a tabulation showing the numbers of 
anadromous fish in the various tributaries of the middle Snake River drainage 
for inclusion in the hearing record. The purpose of such a tabulation would 
be to provide the committee with the best available estimates of the numbers of 
salmon and steelhead using the middle Snake River and its tributaries. 

There is enclosed such a tabulation, prepared by the Oregon Fish Commission 
in February 1958, and which has had the general concurrence of all of the 
agencies in the Pacific Northwest. 

It should be pointed out, however, that there are fluctuations in numbers of 
fish utilizing the various tributaries from year to year and that steelhead enter- 
ing the Clearwater River would best bear this out. Although table II shows a 
maximum number of 22,500 steelhead into the Clearwater based on the highest 
count of steelhead over McNary Dam for the period 1954 through 1957, this 
figure has already been exceeded by the 33,000 counted over Lewiston Dam in 
fish year 1958-59, even though the counts at McNary were somewhat less than 
those upon which table II is based. We feel that similar fluctuations in spring 
Chinook also occur among the several tributaries so that the number of 125,000 
spring and summer Chinook estimated in the Salmon River in 1957 may have 
been exceeded by as many as 30,000 fish. 

We respectfully request your making this letter of transmittal and the at- 
tached report a part of the record. 

Yours very truly, 
Ross LEONARD, Director. 


ESTIMATE OF SNAKE RIverR ANADROMOUS FISH RuNs, Fepruary 8, 1958 


Because of recent events it appears necessary to revise the estimated dis- 
tribution of migratory salmonoids into the Snake River and its tributaries. 
The “Bridges Report” represents the latest accepted distribution figures. 
Since its publication, 

45447—60— pt. 2 18 
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1. An upward trend in the numbers of spring and summer Chinook has 
occurred ; 

2. A downward trend in the numbers of fall Chinook has been evidenced ; 

3. Management practices have allowed better summer steelhead escape 
ments; and 

4. Celilo Falls has been flooded out and with it the Indian fishery. This, 
together with the elimination of commercial fishing above Bonneville Dam, has 
allowed better spawning escapements. 

Up-to-date run estimates are imperative to make decisions regarding the 
design and capacity of fish facilities, if needed, at the many proposed dams, 
It appears that an economic evaluation may also be required in the near future. 

The accompanying tables 1 and 2 represent revisions to a preliminary dis- 
tribution estimate dated December 10, 1957, resulting from combined sugges- 
tions of all concerned fisheries agencies. Modified McNary Dam counts are 
considered to be the most accurate upper limit to the Snake River populations, 
These upper limits are available from 1954-57, the postconstruction period, 
The estimates of fish into the Snake River are based on the highest count at 
MeNary for each species for any of these 4 years. 

Base figures that would represents the entire run of each species into the 
Snake River were arrived at as follows: 

1, The break between summer and fall Chinook was established as Aug- 
ust 25 in 1957 by Washington State Department of Fisheries study—gener- 
ally confirmed by tag recovery information at Brownlee Dam. 

2. The steelhead run for the year is assumed to extend from June 1 to 
May 31 of the following year. 

3. Known dam counts, Rock Island and Rosa, were subtracted from the 
highest McNary count. 

4. Subtracted from this figure were estimates made of fish spawning in 
the main stem and tributaries of the Columbia River above McNary Dam. 

Estimates of the numbers of fish utilizing the tributary streams were made 
on the basis of dam counts, spawning ground observation, sport catch records, 
and tag recovery information. 

Table 2 includes a breakdown of the estimated number of each species utiliz- 
ing the available stream area between each pair of proposed middle Snake 
River dams. The counts of fall Chinook into the area above Brownlee may be 
subject to error caused by additional escapements through the diversion tunnel. 
Those fish that spawned below Brownlee Dam may have been either forced to 
spawn in that area because of poor temporary passage conditions at the dam, 
or natural returnees that were not known to utilize this reach of the river. 
The estimates of the numbers of fall Chinook between Pasco and Brownlee Dam 
are open to much criticism. Estimates are made on limited information. 

These estimates, as previously pointed out, are based upon the highest McNary 
Dam counts, and might be revised upon acquisition of additional data by the 
fisheries agencies. The present numbers of fall Chinook passing over Bonne- 
ville Dam represent only about one-third of the potential provided by maxi 
mum counts of 10 to 15 years ago. Steelhead runs over Bonneville are at a 
low point of an apparently cyclic fluctuation, and substantial increases are 
anticipated in the next few years. Silver salmon also utilizes the Snake River 
but due to their relatively small numbers and because of conflicting dam counts, 
they have not been included in the table of estimates. An unknown potential 
exists for this species which may be realized by the increased protection pro- 
vided above Bonneville Dam since 1957. 

OREGON FisH COMMISSION. 
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TABLE I.—Zstimated general distribution of Columbia River salmonoids 
(McNary to Rock Island Dam)? 


| ! 


Steelhead 
| Spring and |} wsinntnelaa tcl liaelctaa 
{| summer | Fail Chi- | Blueback, | 
Geographical location | Chinook, |nook, Aag.| Mar. 15- | Count, | Extrapo- 
Mar. 15- | 25-Dee. 31 Dee. 31 June 1- |lated count, 
Aug. 24 Oct.19 | June I- 
| May 31? 
a he 7 Ape GPT eye ty bates be ae 
MeNary Dam count, total-_-_---- bn ae 234, 033 57, 887 173, 758 111, 613 136, 115 
Rock Island count for same year 48, 123 | 2’ 936 eae 3, 594 5, 000 
Yakima Besadeuethacs ee ) \T, 00 1, OO . Ext 5, 000 6, OOO 
Walla Walla__. peeieee dell TOP fan danced | 3, 500 | 4, 000 
Columbia River m: 1ins stem and tributs iries | | { 
(McNary to Rock Island).-............ ‘ oe wie) 2, 500 | 4, 000 
Snake River by apportionment ie 169, 000 31,750 9, 000 97, 000 | 117, 000 


1 All figures are estimates except for actual dam counts which are preliminary. 
2 Steelhead count at McNary extrapolated to include postdam-counts in fall and anticipated spring run. 


TABLE II.—Zstimated distribution of salmonoids into Snake River and 
tributaries * 








Steelhead | 
| Spring | | iddsteendbmiiedaiy Total | Total 
Stream sections by damsite } and Fall | Blue- | | fish | fish en- 
| summer | Chinook | back | Basedon| Basedon} per | tering 
| C ee sa ae | MeNary | extrapo- | section | section 


count | lation? | 





Total Snake River run..-_-.......--- i 169, 000 | 31, 750 | |} 9,000 | 97,000 | 117,000 |____.__.| 326,750 
Ice Harbor-Lower Granite. ----- -| 6,000 | A poeree 4, 700 | 5,750 | 13,000 | 326,750 
3 





Lower Granite-Clarkston.......-.-_- 250 |} 500 pad 18, 700 | 23, 500 | 24,250 | 313, 750 
Clearwater River hen (250) 1... ee) COR) ee ee 
Clarkston-Asotin........-.-- domme 250 | GED: ts -ds08e 1,700 | 2,750 | 289, 500 
PO aa eee | >. |  aitowaies es | (1, 500) accel 
Asotin-China Gardens_.._.......---- | 20,000 | SOP ns cad | 18, 700 | 45, 500 ft: 286, 750 
Cane TONGS. x6 cc ancn cance cet GOD), G04... j (18, 000) | a SRE = 
China Gardens-Nez Perce.......----- BAe: eee Toes cate 350 | 750 | 241,250 
Nez Perce-Mountain Sheep-.-........} 134, 500 | 4,500 | 9,000 | 34,850 | 189, 500 | 240, 500 
OO ee re | (125,000)| (3, 500)} (9,000)} (30,000)} (35, 000) |____- Sagas 
Imnaha River... ..| (9, 500) Grits (4, 500) | = vada dedieaeale tok 
Mountain Sheep-Pleasant Valley_-___|----- dda ME Pia cacantte nig Los edo = dns = 600 | 51,000 
Pleasant Valley-Hells Canyon. cab catctepecel Te cceckan totes eee 600 | 50, 400 
Hells Canyon-Oxbow. - -- Late oa) 300 | 5 00D huss ctece Bie cere 3,800 | 5,100} 49, 800 
Pine Creek.........- Sedma call SO fe aatcenteeee Sa Pk Sn ard (2, 750) aie a 
a ee ee eS icihte bolas ask eloehe Etat utcdeh beeen | (Eh Gli... hee 
Ovhbow-Bbrownlee.....<.-<-0+<---<---<] 200 Tt Veiinihc deena ees | 1, 000 2, 200 44, 700 
Wildhorse River. ................ | (200) | _- ick oe eee eee Ch Gir ke lh ee 
nD TOIT. . x. cecds cas ndetndace | J, GOO 'b 2 DD OOO. be vacscalle vecccwncs 15, 


000 | 42,500 | 42, 500 





1 Fish not designated by tributary are main stem or small tributary spawners. _ ; : 

2 Estimates based on extrapolated McNary count. (See table I, footnote 2.) Used in calculating total 
fish. 

35,000 more fall Chinook assigned to above Brownlee than indicated by dam count. Basis: questionable 
passage conditions of tunnel and partial block causing fish normally destined for above Brownlee to drop 
back downriver. 


Mr. Leonarp. Yes. Mr. Chairman, I would like to suggest that we 
prepare a chart showing all of the fish migrations and where they 
go up these various streams and the numbers and submit them to the 
committee as a matter of record, since that has been brought up to date. 

Mrs. Prost. Would you be able to put it in form so that it could be 
: a transcript of these hetekign A map might have to go to 
the file. 
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Mr. Lronarp. We can prepare such a statistical report for inclu- 
sion right in the hearings. We will have that within a very short time. 
We have those figures available at the present time. 

Mrs. Prost. We will appreciate having that data Mr, Leonard. In 
the interest of time I will ask briefly, What percentage of the fish 
migrate up and down at the Mountain Sheep site as compared to the 
Nez Perce site? Do you happen to have an idea of that, Mr. Leonard? 

Mr. Lronarp. Yes, we have several figures involved in this. About 
50 percent of the fish that come up out of the Columbia River—the 
Salmon River produces about 50 percent of the fish in the Colum- 
bia River, the anadromous fishery. About 65 percent of the fish that 
pass the Nez Perce site spawn in the Salmon River. About 15 per- 
cent would go on up past the Mountain Sheep and into the middle 
Snake River and about 3 percent would go into the Imnaha. I 
shouldn’t be giving Oregon figures on the Imnaha; that is their re- 
sponsibility. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

Now, one other question. 

Would you be opposed to these multiple purpose dams such as Nez 
Perce if the fish problem could be resolved reasonably ? 

Mr. Leonarp. No. We would be in favor of the Nez Perce Dam 
if the fish problem could be resolved. We would be in favor—we 
want to find the solution to this dam problem, so that we can have the 
fish and also have the industrial economic development, which we 
need. 

Mrs. Prosr. Thank you, Mr. Leonard. 

(The information requested appears on pp. 345-347, inclusive.) 

Senator Cuurcn. I want to announce that the hour of 12 o’clock 
having arrived and luncheon having been prepared, it is the intention 
of the committee to adjourn until 1:15 this afternoon, but before we 
do adjourn I would lke to place in the record at this time, with 
Senator Bartlett’s concurrence, a letter that I have received from the 
Southern Idaho Fish & Game Association at Twin Falls, together 
with a statement prepared by the association relating to Senate bill 
2586, the Salmon River sanctuary bill, one of the three that is under 
consideration before this committee. 

The cover letter reads: 

Enclosed in triplicate is statement of this sportsmen’s club in support of the 
bill introduced by you, Senate bill S. 2586. 

Will you please see that it is submitted to the presiding officer, or to the 
committee or its secretary, whatever is proper, and is included in the record? 

A study of the bill, with your introductory remarks, has convinced this club 
that it merits support. 

Yours very truly, 
Lup A. DRExLER, Secretary. 

I would like to make that cover letter and the statement of the Fish 
& Game Association for Southern Idaho a part of the record at this 
point. 

(The statement is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Mr. Lup A. DREXLER, SECRETARY, SOUTHERN IDAHO FISH AND 
GAME ASSOCIATION, TWIN FALus, IDAHO 


With your kind indulganc e we wish to make a brief statement in support of 
Senator Church’s bill S. 2586 for the preservation of anadromous fish spawning 
areas in the Salmon River of Idaho. 
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The Salmon River is a very important spawning area for salmon and steelhead 
fish. Should dams and impoundments be constructed on the river this would 
seriously and adversely effect and possibly destroy the salmon and steelhead 
runs inthisriver. It is of great importance to the fishing and recreational values 
of this river and the area through which it runs, that the runs of these fish be 
protected and preserved. 

The salmon and steelhead fishing in the Salmon River furnishes a large num- 
ber of people with a very enjoyable and healthful sport and recreation. This 
river is best suited for the steelhead and salmon fishing and those fish are the 
important sport fish in the river. Unless the spawning areas for these fish are 
preserved and protected, this wonderful recreation will be lost, because the fish 
run will be gone. 

The upper Salmon River runs through a beautiful mountain country and is 
ideal for fishing, camping, and outdoor recreation. The steelhead and salmon 
thrive in these waters and the fishing attracts very many campers and sports- 
men to enjoy the sport. Other game fish do not do well in these waters. The 
economy of the small villages and towns along the upper reaches of the river 
depends almost entirely upon the fishermen and campers who came to enjoy the 
salmon and steelhead fishing. 

There has been spent by the fishery agencies a considerable sum to screen the 
irrigation ditches along the salmon river and thus protect and increase the run 
of small salmon back to the ocean. 

Funds have also been expended to clear from the river some of the obstacles 
to the upstream migrant salmon and thus make more easily available suitable 
spawning areas and increase the reproduction of salmon and steelhead. Unless 
the salmon and steelhead run and spawning areas are protected the expenditures 
shall have been in vain. 

The bill introduced by Senator Church, S. 2586, will protect this investment. 
It will serve to maintain and protect the salmon and steelhead run in the Salmon 
River and preserve this valuable and irreplaceable resource. 

It is for these reasons that we support the Senate bill S. 2586 introduced by 
Senator Church, and urge its passage. 


Senator Cuurcu. Immediately after the committee reconvenes this 
afternoon, we will hear from a group of labor representatives from 
the States of Washington and Idaho. Tom Richardson is the chair- 
man of that group. Is that right, Tom? 

Mr. Hunver. Mr. Richardson is unable to be here and I am repre- 
senting him. Iam H.C. Hunter of West 10 Second Avenue, Spokane, 


‘Wash. 


Senator Cuurcu. Well Mr. Hunter, I would suggest that inasmuch 
as you have a large number of representatives here, that when the 
committee reconvenes this afternoon, the whole group come forward 
and sit in these front chairs and then one of your number can make 
the presentation you desire and then anyone of the others may add 
what they would like to add to it and the committee will then have 
an opportunity to question the spokesman or members of the group as 
is appropriate, and we can handle it as a group proposition. Would 
that be satisfactory to you? 

Mr. Hunter. Thank you, Senator. We would like to get on as soon 
as possible. 

Senator Cuurcn. We will put you on the first thing this afternoon 
and we will do it with that understanding as to the procedure. 

Senator Bartlett has three letters here from individuals and groups 
interested in the three bills pending before the committee and I will 
at this ime introduce these letters for the record. 
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(Letters follow :) 
Moscow WILDLIFE ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Moscow, Idaho, November 10, 1959. 
Senator Bos BARTLETT, 
Senate Chambers, Statehouse, 
Boise, Idaho. 


Deak SENATOR Bartietr: As individuals sincerely interested in the future 
growth of the State of Idaho and also in fair and wise conservation of its natura] 
beauties and resources we the undersigned wish to express our opinions to 
parties concerned at the hearings on the bills before the subcommittee of the 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce to be held in Lewiston, 
Idaho, on November 12. 

We feel Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 would only delay necessary develop- 
ment to the State of Idaho and would solve none of the problems of the various 
groups concerned, therefore we are against this resolution. 

If the program of fishery research in this bill could be endorsed into S. 2586 
it would be a wise move. 

S. 2586 seems the best choice if it could be amended to restrict high dams on 
the Snake below the Salmon and prohibit structures of any height on the Salmon 
itself. 

In short we are of the opinion that since dams of one type or another are going 
to be constructed and will be necessary in the near future the high Mountain 
Sheep site presents the least danger to our fish runs. It will produce the re 
quired power and provide time until certain solution of fish passage problems 
has been achieved. 


We are against 35. 
We are in favor of 2586 if it is amended. 
Respectfully, 


Epwarkp J. GLEASON, President. 
WILLIAM JONES, Secretary. 


THe Lewis CLARK HOTEL. 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 11, 1959. 
Re Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 


Senator E. L. BartTLett, 

Chairman of the Subcommittee, 

Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 

DEAR SENATOR BartTLeTT: With regard to the above mentioned resolution, upon 
which your committee is holding hearings: 

We wish to go on record, that we are opposed to any moratorium on the 
upper Snake River. We are of the opinion that a moratorium of dam con- 
struction or survey at this time, especially in view of the potential power short- 
age in the rapidly developing West, is not in the best interest of the national 
economy. 

Yours respectfully, 
ErRtIng MIKKELSEN, Manager. 


CoEUR D'ALENE, IDAHO, November 10, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 

My Dear SENATOR BarRTLETT: The undersigned is a Kootenai County farmer 
for many years, whe can work out his own economic destiny without Federal 
intervention or assistance; and by the same token he believes that the electric 
industry of the Northwest can best be served by less Federal intervention and 
interference. 

The delaying action of public power zealots, in and out of Congress, will 
not solve the fish question, to wit: the Federal Government has been construct- 
ing dams on the Columbia drainage for the past 20 years and there never 
has been a question of fish migration past these dams. Now, Senator, why is 
is that a salmon can negotiate four or five Federal dams before he ever reaches 
the proposed Mountain Sheep Dam, but upon arriving there he finds that, ac- 
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cording to these publie power politicians, he is unable to gain passage. Why, 
Senator, why? 

Further delay would only please Mr. Khrushchev and his friends. Accord- 
ing to headlines in Sunday, November 8, 1959, Spokesman-Review the ‘“Rus- 
sians Are Trying To Beat United States in Building Dams” in their effort to 
outproduce us. Certainly, 5 years delay would be appreciated in this instance. 

In closing, I wish to state that I am opposed to Senate Concurrent Reso- 
lution 35 and do solicit your support in opposing the basic obstructive philoso- 
phy behind it. 

Yours sincerely, 
Roy TAYLor. 

Senator Cuurcu. He also wishes to have placed in the record 11 
telegrams from citizens of Idaho and Washington, expressing an 
opinion on the bills that are now before the committee, and these tele- 
grams will be incorporated at this point in the record. 

(Telegrams follow :) 

OpESSsA, WASH., November 11, 1959. 
SENATE INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE COMMITTEE, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 

YENTLEMEN: Don’t legislate moratoriums. Private power groups are ready 

to build and forestall any power shortage. 


HENRY Hopp, Contractor. 


OpEssA, WASH., November 11, 1959. 
SENATE INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE COMMITTEE, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 


GENTLEMEN: Am very much opposed to legislation that would delay Mountain 
Sheep Dam as recommended by Corps of Engineers. 
L. C. ANDERSON, 
Publisher, Odessa Record. 


OpEssA, WASH., November 11, 1959. 


SENATE INTERSTATE AND F‘OREIGN COMMERCE COMMITTEE, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 


GENTLEMEN: Northwest needs tax moneys resulting from private construc- 
tion of dams like Mountain Sheep. Opposed to any moratoriums. 


R. E. SUCHLAND, 
Odessa Trading Co. 


Moscow, IpAHO, November 10, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
Lewiston, Idaho: 


Regret unable to attend your hearing on matters vital to economy this area. 
Please register my sincere hope that legislation delaying Snake River develop- 
ment upstream from the Salmon River will not be favorably considered. We need 
the additional power in the immediate future and urge that P.N.O. be granted 
license to build high Mountain Sheep. 


FRANK K. DAMMARELL,. 





PULLMAN, WASH., November 11, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 


Lewiston, Idaho: 


Please record my opposition to the 5-year moratorium provision of Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35. I am in favor of the high Mountain Sheep project as 
recommended by the Corps of Engineers and which private companies are ready, 
willing and able to build. 

R. R. EMERSON, 
Empire Department Store. 
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PULLMAN, WASH., November 11, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Lewiston, Idaho: 

Am opposed to 5-year moratorium on Snake River Dams. Let Pacific North- 
west Power build high Mountain Sheep which has been recommended by Corps 
of Engineers and approved by fish and wildlife interests. 

PauL STOFFEL, Jr., 
Publisher, Pullman Herald. 


PULLMAN, WASH., November 11, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Lewiston, Idaho: 

Please let taxpaying American business concerns build dams when they can 
and relieve the American taxpayer. I am opposed to the moratorium provisions 
of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 and to Senate bill 1420. 

Howarp Fincu, Finchs Grocery. 





OpESSA, WASH., November 11, 1959. 
SENATE INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE COMMITTEE, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 


sentlemen: Preserve our salmon run. Build Mountain Sheep Dam where 
adequate fish facilities are provided. 
CECILI ELEcTRIC, 
LEONARD PROVOST. 


PULLMAN, Wasu., November 11, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Lewiston, Idaho: 

I believe the moratorium on Snake River dams is a trick by public-power 
enthusiasts to get Nez Perce Dam. Am unalterably opposed to paragraph 3 of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. Let taxpaying private business go on with 
their job. My feelings on Senate bill 1420 are that it is absolutely unnecessary 
in that the Federal Power Commission is the agency designated by law to protect 
the interests of all. 

JAMES H. SEELEY, 
SEELEY HARDWARE. 


PULLMAN, WASH., November 11, 1959. 
Senator FE. L. BARTLETT, 
Lewiston, Jdaho: 

The Army Engineers and wildlife people have recommended high Mountain 
Sheep Dam. I am in favor of its early construction as proposed by Pacific North- 
west Power Co., a taxpaying American business. Am very definitely opposed 
to the 5-year moratorium. 

JAMES L. Kimzey, Servi-Soft Co. 





SPOKANE, WASH., November 12, 1959. 
CHAIRMAN, SENATE INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE COMMITTEE, 
Lewiston, Idaho: 


Opposed to legislated delays on hydrodevelopment of middle Snake River. 


DoNALD W. Moos, 
State Representative, Eighth District. 
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WALLACE, IDAHO, November 12, 1959. 
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 


Senate Subcommittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho: 

In view of rapid domestic and industrial growth of the Pacific Northwest 
region, we feel that any delay in making use of the power resources of the 
Snake River would be a decided detriment to the continued expansion of this 
area and consequently not in the best interests of its people. 

CiTizENs UTILITIES Co., 
W. S. FEATHERSTON, District Manager. 

Senator Cuurcn. I think that is all the business we have for this 
morning’s session, and the committee will stand in recess until 1:15 
this afternoon. 

(Whereupon, at 12:10 p.m., the hearing was recessed, to reconvene 
at 1:15 p.m., this day.) 

AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Bartterr. The committee will be in order. 

The chairman will offer statements for the record from the Clarks- 
ton Chamber of Commerce, as submitted by President Rex Humphrey, 
through Harold Hutchinson, managing secretary of that chamber. 
These | statements are from Frank W. Sullivan, on behalf of American 
Insurance & Loan Co.; Bob Zinn, for the Lewiston Plumbing, Heat- 
ing & Sheet Metal Co.; Dale Kenaston, for Kenaston & Huntley, con- 
tractors; K. L. Cunnington, for C. C. Anderson Co.; John G. Barlow, 
for Lewiston Cleaning Works; James E. Smith, for Smith’s Electric 
Motors: Glenn W. Hall, for Hall Insurance Service: James R. 
Meacham, for George K. Meacham & Sons: R. B. Rivers, for the 
commercial boat operators. The commercial boat, operators have a 
statement submitted by R. B. Rivers, Hilbert M. Jeffreys, Fred L. 
Jeffreys, Harry Prater, Mel J. Thomas, A. E. Thomas, Leslie L. 
Hodges, George Wilkens, M. S. Jamisson, and Mrs. R. B. Rivers. 

(Statements follows :) 

AMERICAN INSURANCE & LOAN Co., 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 11, 1959. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention: Hon. E. L. Bartlett) : 

May we take this means of expressing our opposition on Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35. 

We feel very strongly that any moratorium, and especially the 5-year mora- 
torium on the development of the middle Snake River, will do nothing except 
hamper the industrial development of all northern Idaho and eastern Wash- 
ington. 

While we feel strongly that the Salmon River should be protected, for the 
time being at least, we do not feel that such a measure as Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35 is in the best interests of anyone. 

The high Mountain Sheep dam site has been recommended by the U.S. Army 
Engineers. 

The Pacific Northwest Power Co. has indicated that it is willing to build a 
high dam; and that, furthermore, it is willing to spend some $13 million to 
establish fish facilities around the dam. 

Again, we reiterate the Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 should not be passed. 

Very truly yours, 


FRANK W. SULLIVAN. 
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LEWISTON PLUMBING, HEATING & SHEET METAL Co., 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 9, 1959, 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention: Hon. E. L. Bartlett, Hon. Norris Cotton) : 


We believe that the early development of the middle Snake River is in the 
public interest, and that such development will increase the recreational bene- 
fits in the middle Snake River area. 

It is also our considered opinion that the early development and construc- 
tion of the high Mountain Sheep Dam will be to the advantage of the entire 
Northwest, and specifically to the advantage of the areas of Oregon, Idaho, and 
Washington, adjacent to this section of the Snake River. 

For these reasons and others, we are strongly opposed to any moratorium of 
the development of the Snake River; and are specifically and particularly op. 
posed to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

Dated this 19th day of November 1959, at Lewiston, Idaho. 

30B ZINN, Manager. 


KENASTON & HUNTLEY, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 9, 1959, 
Re Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 
SENATOR E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 

Dear Srr: We are against the above-named bill for the following reasons: 

1. We do not believe that a 5-year moratorium will solve the passing of steel- 
head and salmon problem. Each dam and each stream having problems unique 
to that stream and that site only, it becomes necessary that the study of these 
problems and their solution be accomplished during the design and construc- 
tion period. 

2. The continued economic growth and development of this vast area is linked 
directly to the continuance of the existing dam building program as well as 
the expansion of that program. The need for the full development of all areas 
of our country and all segments of our economy and their relation to the na- 
tional welfare and economy is too obvious to need further discussion. 

Very truly yours, 
DALE KENASTON, Partner. 


C. C. ANDERSON Co., 
Lewiston, Idaho. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 
(Attention: Senator E. L. Bartlett) : 

As a citizen and businessman I am opposed to the 5-year moratorium on the 
building of dams on the Snake River. In my opinion this would be detri- 
mental to the economy of the State of Idaho, the Northwest, as well as our 
Nation. 

Yours respectfully, 
K. L. CUNNINGHAM. 


LEWISTON CLEANING WORKS, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 9, 1959. 


SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE. 
(Attention: Senator E. L. Bartlett) : 


I understand that Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, if enacted, would put a 
moratorium on all dam building in areas of the middle Snake River. 

I am opposed to any further delay because I am not convinced the fish 
problem will be entirely solved in this 5-year period. 

I also believe that such a delay will deprive us of necessary power needed, 
as it will require considerable time to acquire necessary permits and for con- 
struction of the dam. 

High Mountain Sheep as proposed by Pacific Northwest Power Co. will bring 
needed payrolls and taxes into the area. 

For these reasons I oppose any moratorium. 

Very truly yours, 
JoHN G. BARLOW. 
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SmitTH’s Erectric Morors, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 10, 1959. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE. 
(Attention: Hon. E. L. Bartlett, Hon. Norris Cotton.) 

GENTLEMEN: I am strongly opposed to any moratorium of the development 
of the Snake River; and I am specifically and particularly opposed to Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35. 

JAMES E. SMITH, Owner. 


HALL INSURANCE SERVICE, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 10, 1959. 
Hon. E. L. BARILETT, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 


Dear Sir: It has come to my attention that you and the committee named 
above are to conduct hearings here in Lewiston at the Lewis-Clark Hotel on 
Thursday, November 12, 1959, regarding uses of the Snake River upstream 
from Lewiston. 

Further, it is my understanding that the question of the Northwest Power 
Co. is now prohibited from proceeding to develop their site at Mountain Sheep. 

My purpose in expressing anything to you and your committee is to have you 
know that 1 and many others feel that the development of the river is in the 
best interests of our community, region, and Nation. And further, that when- 
ever private industry can do so, it is much to be preferred over governmental 
development. 

Thus, I urge you and your committee to bear in mind the feeling of many 
people that private industry development of the natural resources is in the 
public interest. 

Respectfully submitted. 

GLENN W. HALL, Taepayer. 


GroRGE K. MEACHAM & Sons, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 9, 1959. 
Re Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 
DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: We are opposed to bill Senate Concurrent Resolu- 


tion 35 because we feel any move to retard the development of our community 
will be disastrous to the economy. It seems to us that the study of the migra- 
tory fish could be accomplished in less than 5 years. This bill is nothing but 
an attempt by certain power cliques to stifle the natural development of our 
water resources using the migratory fish as a front. 

We feel the people of this community will be benefited by a speedy start to 
any development of the Middle Snake. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES R. MEACHAM. 


SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention: Senator E. L. Bartlett, Hon. Norris Cotton) : 


We, the undersigned, are commercial boat operators or operators of marinas 
in the Lewiston, Idaho, and Clarkston, Wash., area. 

We believe that the early development of the middle Snake River is in the 
public interest, and that such development will increase the recreational benefits 
in the middle Snake River area. 

It is also our considered opinion that the early development and construction 
of the high Mountain Sheep Dam will be to the advantage of the entire North- 
west, and specifically to the advantage of the areas of Oregon, Idaho, and 
Washington, adjacent to this section of the Snake River. 
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For these reasons and others, we are strongly opposed to any moratorium 
of the development of the Snake River and are specifically and particularly 
opposed to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

Dated this 10th day of November, 1959, at Lewiston, Idaho. 

“Idaho Queen,’ Capt. R. B. Rivers; “Trade Winds,‘ Hilbert M. 
Jeffreys (president); “Trade Winds,’ Fred L. Jeffreys (secre- 
tary); “Cassel’s Marina,” Harry O. Piater; “Trade Winds,” Mel 
J. Thomas; “Trade Winds,” R. E. Thomas; Valley Boat and 
Motor, Leslie L. Hodges; Jack’s Tours, George W. Wilken; “Al- 
bertsons,” M. S. Jammison; “Idaho Queen,” Mrs. R. B. Rivers, 
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Senator Bartierr. Additional statements are submitted for the 
record by Edward L. Peterson, for Pacific Electric; Floyd Johnson 
for Irene’s Pastry Shoppe; Howard Melcher for Melcher Realty; 
M. M. Belknap for M. M. Belknap Realty; A. Vernon Rognstad for 
Rognstad Insurance; W. F. Davis for Monroe Calculation Machine 
Co.; by Mr. and Mrs. George Brice, Dorothy and George Brice; 
Donald Eisele, farmer; City Market; Bonson’s Sheet Metal; Larry 
Stout; Kenneth Wolff; A. O. Hansen, J. S. Craig; Robert Valley; 
John Longager; Bert Stotenbur; Louis Shaffers; Inland Motor 
Freight; Farmers Insurance Group; Gibsons; General Tire & Re- 
treading Co., Inc.; John’s Electric Shop; Marvin Dean, all being 
from Lewiston; and Gus Larkin, general contractor; R. E. Perkins, 
real estate, both of those being from Lewiston. 

Additional statements from T. R. Pope, general contractor; Garl- 
inghouse Memorials; C. D. McCargar Agency; Jim’s R. & R. Texaco 
Service; Wrick’s Service Station; Herman Giese for Pay & Pack 
It Grocery; Thill’s Jewel Box; Frank’s Hardware & Building Supply, 
Inc.; Northwestern National Life Insurance Co.; A. L. Jum, 258 
Thain Road, Lewiston; Frank J. Curtis, manager of Miller’s; Ralph 
Reckman; Don R. Ross for Twin City Premix, Inc.; Nick’s Welding, 
Inc.; Wagner Machine Shop; R. G. Bailey Printing Co.; Ray j 
White & Sons, Inc.; Chapin’s Transportation Service; Pacific Insur- 
ance Agency; Dunclick, Inc.; Lipps Insurance Agency; Erb Hard- 
ware Co.: Cochrane & Dickamore; Carnation Co.; Golden Grain 
Dairy ; and Vic’s Electric, all from Lewiston. 

(Statements follow :) 

Pactric ELEectTrRIC, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 10, 1959. 
Senator E. L. Bartrett, 
Senate Convnittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 

Dear SENATOR BARTLETT: I am opposed to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 

because it will retard the development of our community and the surround- 


: 


ing area. 
This bill will do nothing except hold up the development of much needed 
power resources. The holding up of such development in the interest of fish 
runs does not seem reasonable after so much time has already been spent on 
these matters. 
I favor progress on the Snake River and feel that the prosperity of our 
area depends upon early construction of the presently proposed projects. 
Very truly yours, 


EpwarpD L. PETERSON. 
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IRENE’S PASTRY SHOPPE, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 9, 1959. 
Senator E. L. Barrtert, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 

Deak SENATOR: I wish to express my opposition to Senate Concurrent Reso- 
lution 35 for the reasons stated below : 

Section A—‘Securing Maximum Utilization of Rivers and Streams of the 
Columbia Basin.” 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 will delay for 5 years the maximum 
utilization of our rivers and streams. By the end of this moratorium it may 
be that our area will be in dire need of the power which could be generated. 

Section B—‘“Solving Various Problems of Fish Conservation, etc.” 

These problems may well be debated for many years to come. It seems to me 
that Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 is not to the best interests to the people 
of the Northwest. 

Sincerely yours, 
FLOYD JOHNSON, Owner-Manager. 


MELCHER REALTY, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 10, 1959. 
Subject : Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 


After due consideration of the immediate detrimental effects the delay in tne 
development of sorely needed water resources would cause and the overall dam- 
age that would occur with the passage of the above moratorium bill, I want to 
go on record as strenuously opposing the passage of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
No. 35. 


H. L. MELCHER. 


LEWISTON, IDAHO, November 9, 1959. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE. 
(Attention : Senator E. L. Barlett) : 

There has been considerable talk about putting a moratorium on all dams in 
the area of the middle Snake River until the tish problem has been solved. 

In Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 this time limit is indicated to be 5 years. 
There is no reasonable assurance that the fish problem can be solved in this 
time, and another extension may be requested. 

I believe that any moratorium should be opposed because this only tends to 
stymie progress and payrolls. Even after projects are approved it takes a num- 
ber of years to build dams, which may be too late to avert serious power 
shortages. 

I believe that any moratorium should be opposed because this only tends to 
stymie progress and payrolls. Even after projects are approved it takes a num- 

I wish to go on record as opposing any legislation along this line. 

Respectfully yours, 
M. M. BELKNAP. 


LEWISTON, IDAHO. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 


Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
Senate Building, Washington, D.C. 


Deak SENATOR BARTLETT: As a life long resident of this area, a Lewiston busi- 
nessman for 20 years, and an individual who is vitally interested in the future 
of this region, I urge your support of the resolution regarding Northwest river 
resources which was presented by the Waterways Committee of the Lewiston 
Chamber of Commerce and recently adopted by that body. 

Very truly yours, 


A. VEBNON ROGNSTAD. 
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MONROE CALCULATING MACHINE Co., INc., 
Clarkston, Wash., November 10, 1959. 

Senator E. L. Bartlett, 

Senate Committee on Interstate and. Foreign Commerce: 
I am opposed to a moratorium of any kind on the Snake River. I believe 

that the development of this area depends on an immediate building program. 

I believe in private enterprise and am strongly in favor of high Mountain Sheep 

Dam. For this reason and other strong convictions I am opposed to Senate 


Concurrent Resolution 35. 
W. F. Davis, Manager. 


NOVEMBER 10, 1959. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention: Hon. E. L. Bartlett, Hon. Norris Cotton) : 
We believe that the early development and construction of high Mountain 
Sheep Dam will be to the advantage of the entire Northwest. 
We also believe that the early development of the middle Snake River is in 
the public interest, and that such development will increase the recreational 
and business benefits. 
For these reasons we are opposed to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 
GEORGE BRICE. 
Dorotuy Brice. 


LEWISTON, IDAHO, November 10, 1959. 
SENATE INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE COMMITTEE, 
Lewiston, Idaho 
(Attention: Hon. E. L. Bartlett). 

DeaR SENATOR: In expressing my opinion, opposing Senate Concurrent Reso- 
lution No. 35, I feel that a moratorium on construction of dams on the middie 
Snake River would not only delay unnecessarily development of the water re- 
sources of that stretch of the river, but would also be opposed to the best public 
interest. | 

I also believe as a local contractor and taxpayer in this area that economical 7 
development would be held back for years. | 

Very truly yours, 


DONALD H. EISELE. 


NOVEMBER 9, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 

Dear SENATOR: Please consider this letter in opposition to Senate Concurrent 
Resolution No. 35. First the adoption of such a resolution will hamper the 
proper industrial development in this area for years to come. If there were no 
opposition to this resolution it could well be taken that the people of this area 
care little what happens to the waters of the middle Snake. 

Such is not the case. We are vitally interested in proper development of irri- 
gation, navigation, flood control, and fish migration and urge that the shackles 
be removed and the development start at once. 

Sincerely, 
FRANK J. HuMINssy, City Market. 


BoNnson’s SHEET METAL, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 10, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BaArtTLett, 
Interstate Committee on Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 

DeaAR SENATOR: In expressing my opinion, opposing Senate Concurrent Reso- 
lution No. 35, I feel that a moratorium on construction of dams on the middle 
Snake River would not only delay unnecessarily development of the water re- 
sources of that stretch of the river, but would also be opposed to the best public 
interest. 
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I also believe, as a local contractor and taxpayer in this area, that economical 
development would be held back for years. 
Yours very truly, 
V. W. Bonson. 
E. N. Bonson. 
H. N. Bonson, Owner. 





LEWISTON, IpAHO, November 9, 1959. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention : Senator E. L. Bartlett). 

In understand that Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, if enacted, would put a 
moratorium on all dam building in areas of the middle Snake River. 

I am opposed to any further delay, because I am not convinced the fish prob- 
lem will be entirely solved in this 5-year period. 

I also believe that such a delay will deprive us of necessary power needed as 
it will require considerable time to acquire necessary permits and for construc- 
tion of the dam. 

High Mountain Sheep, as proposed by Pacific Northwest Power Co., will bring 
needed payrolls and taxes into the area. 

For these reasons, I oppose any moratorium. 

Very truly yours, 
LarRRY E. Stour. 


LEWISTON, IDAHO, November 10, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Interstate Committee on Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 

DEAR SENATOR: I would like to submit my views in opposing Senate Con- 
current Resolution 35: 

A. According to all available statistics, and the continued growth of the 
Pacific Northwest, there could be a power shortage by the year 1966. If we are 
to be assured of power sources for this growth, a moratorium to stop construc- 
tion on the middle Snake River must be defeated. 

B. One of the most dangerous parts of the proposed moratorium bill is that it 
offers a readymade excuse for Congress to refuse to appropriate further money 
for dams already authorized on the lower Snake River. 

©.,I believe a 5-year moratorium would greatly hinder the development of 
this area. 

Very truly yours, 
KENNETH W. WOLFF. 


(Statement of A. O. Hansen from Lewiston, Idaho, was not given 
to the reporter.) 
LEWISTON, IpAHO, November 11, 1959. 
Senator E. L. Barter, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 


DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: I have read with considerable interest the press re- 
leases on Oregon Senator Neuberger’s proposal for legislation to place a 5-year 
moratorium on the construction of dams in the middle Snake River area. 

This proposed bill goes entirely too far in the light of the Pacific Northwest 
Power Co.’s application to build the high Mountain Sheep Dam on the Snake 
River above the mouth of the Salmon River. 

This location would do minimum damage to the movement of fish to their 
natural spawning area in the upper reaches of the Salmon River and at the same 
time produce maximum power development of the Snake River at this location. 

It is also highly desirable, in my opinion, that full development facilities such 
as that proposed at high Mountain Sheep be made by private power companies 
rather than with public funds. 

Yours very truly, 


J. S. Crate. 
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LEWISTON, IDAHO., November 10, 1959. 
Senator BE. L. BARTLETT, 
Interstate Commitice on Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 

Dear SENATOR: I would like to submit my views in opposing Senate Concur- 
rent Resolution 35: 

A. One of the most dangerous parts of the proposed moratorium bill is that 
it offers a readymade excuse for Congress to refuse to appropriate further 
money for dams already authorized on the lower Snake River. 

B. According to all available statistics, and the continued growth of the Pacific 
Northwest, there could be a power shortage by the year 1966. If we are to be 
assured of power sources for this growth, a moratorium to stop construction on 
the middle Snake River must be defeated. 

C. I believe a 5-year moratorium would greatly hinder the development of this 
area. 

Very truly yours, 
ROBERT VALLEG. 


LEWISTON, IDAHO, November 10, 1959. 
INTERSTATE COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Lewiston, Idaho 
(Attention: Senator E. L. Bartlett). 

DeaR SENATOR: In expressing my opinion, opposing Senate Concurrent Reso- 
lution 35, I feel that a moratorium on construction of dams on the middle Snake 
River would not only delay unnecessarily development of the water resources 
of that stretch of the river, but would also be opposed to the best public interest. 

I also believe as a local contractor and taxpayer in this area that economical 
development would be held back for years. 

Very truly yours, 
JOHN LANGAGER, 


LEWISTON, IDAHO, November 11, 1959. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention: Senator E. L. Bartlett) : 

I realize there are fish problems connected with the utilization of the rivers 
and streams of the Columbia River Basin. I also believe that much progress 
has been made for the protection of fish. 

In my opinion, everything possible is now being done; and, to solve the com- 
plete problem, would be too late to bring the necessary dam construction needed 
to avert a possible power shortage within the next several years. 

I would appreciate your influence in opposing any moratorium on dam build- 
ing such as outlined in Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35, which is not in the 
best interests of the State of Idaho. 

Yours truly, 
Bert STOTENBUR. 


Lewiston, IpAHo, November 11, 1959. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention : Senator E. L. Bartlett). 

Dear Senator Barriett: I am opposed to placing any moratorium on dam 
building on the middle Snake River, as outlined in Senate Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 35. 

Much can be said about the fish problems, but solving all these problems can- 
not be accomplished by this moratorium. Any delays on dam building will cost 
the State of Idaho a much needed revenue in payrolls and taxes, and could con- 
tribute to a shortage of power in the area. 

I would appreciate your opposition to this moratorium. 

Sincerely, 


LOUIS SHAFFERS. 
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INLAND MOTOR FREIGHT, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 9, 1959. 


SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Committee of the U.S. Senate 
(Attention : Hon. E. L. Bartlett, Hon. Norris Cotton). 

It is our feeling that a moratorium on construction of dams on the middle 
Snake River would be detrimental to the progress of this area. 

We urge full development of the water resources of the middle Snake River 
and feel that any delay would not be to the best public interest. 

We therefore vigorously oppose Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35. 

DWAYNE L. KELLER, 
District Manager. 


FARMERS INSURANCE GROUP, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 9, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Interstate Committee on Foreign Commerce, Lewiston, Idaho. 


DEAR SENATOR: We wish to register our objection to Senate Concurrent Reso- 
lution No. 35. 

We don’t believe in a 5-year moratorium, or that it will solve either the fish 
problem, permit maximum development, or in any way solve the disputes be- 
tween Government or private development of our resources. 

Our region has been underdeveloped for years because of these disputes. If 
this section is to maintain its place in industrial development, we must make 
power and other resources available. 

Could we, for a time, forget political affiliation, and work for the develop- 
ment of our area? 

Very truly yours, 
Woops INSURANCE AGENCY. 


LEWISTON, IDAHO, November 10, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Lewiston, Idaho. 

DEAR SENATOR: I would‘Jike to express my opposition to the enactment of any 
legislation that would tend to retard the development of our Snake River. 

It is my opinion that those entrusted with policymaking should not lose sight 
of the needs of the area at the present time and in the immediate future to stimu- 
late the economical growth of our area. 

I am opposed to Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35. 


Very truly yours, 
WALTER GIBSON, Jr. 


GENERAL TIRE & RETREADING Co., INC., 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 9, 1959. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Lewiston, Idaho 
(Attention: Hon. E. L. Bartlett). 

We have carefully studied the various propositions that are to be considered 
by the committee at the hearing on November 12, 1959, at Lewiston, Idaho. 

It seems to us that Senate bill 2586 is probably in the public interest. It 
would further seem to us that Senate bill 1420, unless amended, would give 
the Secretary of the Interior veto powers over the Federal Power Commission. 
This, we believe, would not be in the public interest. 

With the interest we have in the industrial growth and expansion in Idaho 
and eastern Washington, we believe that Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35 
would be a strong deterrent to such expansion and growth of industry in this 
area, 

We, therefore, strongly oppose the passage of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
No. 35. 

Very truly yours, 
R. A. NEWELL, President. 


45447—60—pt. 2——19 
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LEWISTON, IDAHO., November 10, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Interstate Committee on Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 

DEAR SENATOR: I would like to submit my views in opposing Senate Concur- 
rent Resolution 35: 

A. One of the most dangerous parts of the proposed moratorium bill is that 
it offers a readymade excuse for Congress to refuse to appropriate further 
money for dams already authorized on the lower Snake River. 

B. According to all available statistics, and the continued growth of the Pacific 
Northwest, there could be a power shortage by the year 1966. If we are to be 
assured of power sources for this growth, a moratorium to stop construction on 
the middle Snake River must be defeated. 

©. I believe a 5-yeur moratorium would greatly hinder the development of this 
area. 

Very truly yours, 
ROBERT VALLEG. 


LEWISTON, IDAHO, November 10, 1959. 
INTERSTATE COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Lewiston, Idaho 
(Attention: Senator E. L. Bartlett). 

DeaR SENATOR: In expressing my opinion, opposing Senate Concurrent Reso- 
lution 35, I feel that a moratorium on construction of dams on the middle Snake 
River would not only delay unnecessarily development of the water resources 
of that stretch of the river, but would also be opposed to the best public interest. 

I also believe as a local contractor and taxpayer in this area that economical 
development would be held back for years. 

Very truly yours, 
JOHN LANGAGER. 


LEWISTON, IDAHO, November 11, 1959. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention: Senator E. L. Bartlett) : 

I realize there are fish problems connected with the utilization of the rivers 
and streams of the Columbia River Basin. I also believe that much progress 
has been made for the protection of fish. 

In my opinion, everything possible is now being done; and, to solve the com- 
plete problem, would be too late to bring the necessary dam construction needed 
to avert a possible power shortage within the next several years. 

I would appreciate your influence in opposing any moratorium on dam build- 
ing such as outlined in Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35, which is not in the 
best interests of the State of Idaho. 

Yours truly, 
BERT STOTENBUR. 


LEewIstTon, IpaHo, November 11, 1959. 


SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention : Senator E. L. Bartlett). 

Dear SENATOR BarRTLeTtT: I am opposed to placing any moratorium on dam 
building on the middle Snake River, as outlined in Senate Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 35. 

Much can be said about the fish problems, but solving all these problems can- 
not be accomplished by this moratorium. Any delays on dam building will cost 
the State of Idaho a much needed revenue in payrolls and taxes, and could con- 
tribute to a shortage of power in the area. 

I would appreciate your opposition to this moratorium. 

Sincerely, 
Louis SHAFFERS. ) 
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INLAND MOTOR FREIGHT, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 9, 1959. 


SUBCOM MITTEE OF THE INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Committee of the U.S. Senate 
(Attention : Hon. E. L. Bartlett, Hon. Norris Cotton). 

It is our feeling that a moratorium on construction of dams on the middle 
Snake River would be detrimental to the progress of this area. 

We urge full development of the water resources of the middle Snake River 
and feel that any delay would not be to the best public interest. 

We therefore vigorously Oppose Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35. 

DWAYNE L. KELLER, 
District Manager. 


FARMERS INSURANCE GROUP, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 9, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Interstate Committee on Foreign Commerce, Lewiston, Idaho. 

DEAR SENATOR: We wish to register our objection to Senate Concurrent Reso- 
lution No. 35. 

We don’t believe in a 5-year moratorium, or that it will solve either the fish 
problem, permit maximum development, or in any way solve the disputes be- 
tween Government or private development of our resources. 

Our region has been underdeveloped for years because of these disputes. If 
this section is to maintain its place in industrial development, we must make 
power and other resources available. 

Could we, for a time, forget political affiliation, and work for the develop- 
ment of our area? 


Very truly yours, 
Woops INSURANCE AGENCY. 


LEWISTON, IDAHO, November 10, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Lewiston, Idaho. 

DEAR SENATOR: I would‘Jike to express my opposition to the enactment of any 
legislation that would tend to retard the development of our Snake River. 

It is my opinion that those entrusted with policymaking should not lose sight 
of the needs of the area at the present time and in the immediate future to stimu- 
late the economical growth of our area. 

I am opposed to Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35. 


Very truly yours, 
WALTER GIBSON, Jr. 


GENERAL TIRE & RETREADING Co., INC., 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 9, 1959. 


SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Lewiston, Idaho 
(Attention: Hon. E. L. Bartlett). 

We have carefully studied the various propositions that are to be considered 
by the committee at the hearing on November 12, 1959, at Lewiston, Idaho. 

It seems to us that Senate bill 2586 is probably in the public interest. It 
would further seem to us that Senate bill 1420, unless amended, would give 
the Secretary of the Interior veto powers over the Federal Power Commission. 
This, we believe, would not be in the public interest. 

With the interest we have in the industrial growth and expansion in Idaho 
and eastern Washington, we believe that Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35 
would be a strong deterrent to such expansion and growth of industry in this 


area. 
We, therefore, strongly oppose the passage of Senate Concurrent Resolution 


No. 35. 


Very truly yours, 
R. A. NEWELL, President. 


45447—60—pt. 2———19 
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JOHN’S ELECTRIC SHOP, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 9, 1959. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention: Hon. E. L. Bartlett, Hon. Norris Cotton). 

We believe that the early development of the middle Snake River is in the 
public interest, and that such development will increase the recreational bene- 
fits in the Middle Snake River area. 

We also believe that the early development and construction of the high 
Mountain Sheep Dam will be to the advantage of the entire Northwest. 

For these reasons and others, we are strongly opposed to any moratorium of 
the development of the Snake River; and are specifically and particularly op- 
posed to State Concurrent Resolution 35. 

Dated this 10th day of November, 1959, at Lewiston, Idaho. 

JOHN NANNINGA, Owner and Manager. 





THE City OF LEWISTON, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 12, 1959. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 
(Attention: Senator E. L. Bartlett.) 

DEAR SENATOR: Speaking as an individual permits me to express my sincere 
hope that you and your committee will not be swayed by the so-called experts by 
placing a moratorium on progress. 

Of course, fish and game are a very important part of the Northwest; but 
most important fish are the taxpayers. 

There has been enough money spent on expert opinion since my coming to 
Lewiston to give the entire Northwest surplus power, water storage, and water- 
ways to the Atlantic Ocean. Save us from the experts and the politicians—let’s 
get on with progress. 

Yours truly, 
Mayor MarvIN E. DEAN. 


LEWISTON, IDAHO, November 10, 1959. 
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 

Dear Sir: It is my understanding that two proposals are to be considered at 
the hearings in Lewiston, Idaho, on November 12, 1959. Namely: 

No. 1. S. 2568 by Senator Church of Idaho. 

No. 2. Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 by Senator Magnuson of Washington. 

I request that my letter be entered for the record to show that I am absolutely 
opposed to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 which would impose a 5-year mora- 
torium on any authorization of dams on certain stretches of the middle Snake 
River. 

I have been engaged in the building construction business for nearly 40 years, 
in this section of our country, and we have witnessed many changes. We are 
growing in population and in industry very rapidly, and it is necessary that an 
adequate supply of power be provided as one of the integral parts of orderly 
development, and we must rely upon our water resources to provide that electric 
power. 

Let it also be entered for the record that I have no objection to S. 2568 by 
Senator Church. In fact, I am in favor of the Salmon River being set aside 
as a fish sanctuary. 

Respectfully submitted, I am, 

Yours truly, 
Gus LARKIN, Building Contractor. 
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R. E. PERKINS Co. 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 10, 1959. 
Re Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Lewiston, Idaho, 
(Attention Senator E. L. Bartlett). 

DEAR SENATOR E. L. BARTLETT: I want to go on record as being opposed to 
the passage of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. This bill if passed would 
put a moratorium on all dam building on the middle Snake River for at least 
5 years. 

High Mountain Sheep Dam as proposed by the Pacific Northwest Power 
Co. if built, will bring needed payrolls and taxes into this area. 

We are now short of electrical power and construction should start as soon 
as possible. 

I, further, honestly believe that a 5-year moratorium will not solve the fish 
problem and would only tend to further delay the necessary development. 

Sincerely, 
R. E. PERKINS, 


CLARKSTON, WASH., November 11, 1959. 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 
DEAR Sir: Having been a resident of this area for the past 20 years, I feel 
a great concern for the development of resources in this area. I feel that the 
5-year restriction on development of lower Snake River would be a grave mis- 
take. The restriction on dam building, seems to me would hinder the develop- 
ment of our Pacific Northwest. It would be a grave in justice to the majority 
of the people from this area for the sake of a few. 
I would appreciate any legislation action that you could take on this Reso- 
lution 35. 
Very truly yours, 
T. R. Pope. 


GARLINGHOUSE MEMORIALS, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 9, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Interstate Committee on Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 

Dear SENATOR: I wish to register my objections to Senate Concurrent Reso- 
lution 35. 

Being an ardent sportsman, I wish to call your attention to “Section B: Solv- 
ing Various Problems of Anadromous Fish Conservation Related to Potential 
and Planned Water Resources Development for Other Needed Public Uses.” 

This resolution is ambiguous in that a 5-year moratorium would not be 
sufficient time to solve all the fish problems. As a matter of fact, there will 
never be an agreement by all agencies as to what method of fish transportation 
is best. In studying the resolution, I find that the full intent is to delay the 
growth and development of our area. 

Sincerely, 
Dick GARLINGHOUSE. 


C. D. McCarear AGENCY, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 9, 1959. 

SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention : Senator E. L. Bartlett) : 

I understand that Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 will prohibit the building 
of any dams for a period of 5 years on the middle Snake River. 

I am greatly opposed to any moratorium on any dams, since this will slow 
progress and the development of power which is needed in the near future. 
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The fish problem has been partially solved and any further new develop- 
ments may be a long time off. I sincerely hope that no moratorium will be 
put in effect. 

Yours truly, 
Cc. D. McCarcar. 


JimM’s R & R Texaco SERVICE, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 10, 1959. 
Senator E. L. Bart ett, 
Interstate Committee on Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 

Dear SENATOR: I wish to go on record as stating my opposition to Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35, which would put a moratorium on dam building for a 
5-year period on the middle Snake River. 

I am convinced that if delays are made for this period on dam construction, 
we may run into a serious power shortage as considerable time is required for 
construction purposes, and new starts must be made as soon as possible. 

I am opposed to this resolution. 

Yours truly, 
JIM LANGLY. 


WIRICK’S SERVICE STATION, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention of Hon. E. L. Bartlett, Hon. Norris Cotton) : 
I am opposed to any moratorium on the Snake River. Our country did not 
progress to its present state by sitting still for 5 vears. 
I definitely am opposed to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 
Sincerely, 
Leroy A. Wrrick, Partner. 


LEWISTON, IDAHO, November 9, 1959. 


Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Interstate Committee on Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 

DEAR SENATOR: I wish to register my opposition to Senate Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 35 for the following reasons: 

1. The several different fish agencies will probably never reach agreement on 
fish transportation and conservation. 

2. This area faces a power shortage by the year 1969. 

3. Our State is lagging behind in industrial and recreational development. 

Senate Resolution 35 will not in any way solve any of the above problems. 

Sincerely yours, 
HERMAN GIESE, 
Owner, Pay & Pack It Grocery. 


NOVEMBER 10, 1959. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE. 
(Attention of Senator E. L. Bartlett). 

Sir: Iam not in favor of a moratorium on the Snake River. I believe in early 
development of the river which in turn will benefit the entire area. For this 
reason and others I am opposed to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

THILL’s JEWEL Box, 
W. J. Tur, Oewner. 
LEWISTON, IDAHO. 


NOVEMBER 10, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BarRTLerT, 
Interstate Committee on Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 
DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: I am opposed to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 
because it will retard the development of our community and the surrounding 
area. 
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This bill will do nothing except hold up the development of much needed 
power resources. The holding up of such development in the interest of fish 
runs does not seem reasonable after so much time has already been spent on 
these matters. 

I favor progress on the Snake River and feel that the prosperity of our area 
depends upon early construction of the presently proposed projects (high 
Mountain Sheep). 

Very truly yours, 
FRANK’S HARDWARE & BUILDING SUPPLY, INC. 


NORTHWESTERN NATIONAL LIFE INSURANCE CoO., 
LEWISTON-SPOKANE AGENCY, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 11, 1959. 
Hon. E. L. BARLLETT, 
U.S. Senator. 

Dear Sir: In regard to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, I would like to 
hereby state my position in opposition to the passage of this bill or any legisla- 
tion which would in any way hamper or retard the development of our resources 
in this area. 

The economy of our community, the Northwest and our entire Nation is de- 
pendent upon such development and far too important to be subjected to defer- 
ment by minority groups or interests. 

Most sincerely, 
ALFRED J. ISAAC. 


LEWISTON, IDAHO, November 10, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 


DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: I am opposed to the Senate Resoution 35, regard- 
ing a moratorium prohibiting dams on the Middle Snake River for 5 years to 
permit further study of fish migration. 

It is my opinion that progress cannot be held up for 5 years for further fish 
migration study, as the problem appears satisfactorily solved. More fish, of 
the migratory varieties, have been counted over the dams this year than in any 
one year since the counting started. 

If we, as a Nation, are beginning to lag in water conservation as well as 
power, irrigation, and the very important question of river transportation, we 
-annot saddle ourselves with such a moratorium. 

I am sure we, the citizens of this section of the country, can count on your 
committee to very thoroughly consider all phases of this moratorium, and 
recommend the right course to follow. 

Respectfully, 
A. L. JuMP. 


MILLER’S, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 10, 1959. 


Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
(Attention: Hon. E. L. Bartlett, Hon. Norris Cotton. ) 


GENTLEMEN: I am strongly opposed to any moratorium of the development of 
the Snake River; and I am specifically and particularly opposed to Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35. 

FRANK J. Curtis, Manager. 


Nez PERCE, IpaAHo, November 9, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Interstate Committee on Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 


Dear SENATOR: I wish to express my opinion on Senate Concurrent Resolu- 
tion No. 35. 

I am an Idaho farmer imbued with the idea that we should all work for the 
good of all people. I have heard of moratoriums on repayments of debts and 
on other governmental regulations. Moratoriums, to me, mean the end. 
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The above experiences lead me to believe that Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 
means the end of the proper development of the middle Snake River. 

Being a fair-sized taxpayer, I am interested in the development of the State 
of Idaho. First, to provide tax money to support State affairs; and second, to 
encourage migration to this area. 

Very truly yours, 
RALPH BECKMAN, 





TWIN CITY PREMIX, INC., 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 10, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 
DEAR SENATOR: I want to register opposition to Senate Concurrent Resolution 
385 because a moratorium would affect any development of the area. 
I am for progress and development of the area. 
I am opposed to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 
Yours very truly, 
Don R. Ross. 


NICK’S WELDING, INC., 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 11, 1959. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 
(Attention: Senator E. L. Bartlett). 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: It is our considered opinion that any moratorium on 
the middle Snake River, preventing dam construction for a 5-year period would 
be of no useful purpose. 

The main issue seems to be the fish problem, much of which has already been 
solved. This area is in more need of construction which will bring payrolls into 
the State of Idaho. 

Delays in construction could bring more serious problems within the next 
several years aS more power will be needed then. 

For the above reasons we are opposed to any moratoriums. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. NICHOLAS ELLAN. 


WAGNER MACHINE SHOop, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 11, 1959. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 


(Attention: Senator E. L. Bartlett). 


DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: It is our considered opinion that any moratorium 
on the middle Snake River, preventing dam construction for a 5-year period 
would be of no useful purpose. 

The main issue seems to be the fish problem, much of which has already 
been solved. This area is in more need of construction which will bring pay- 
rolls into the State of Idaho. 

Delays in construction could bring more serious problems within the next 
several years as more power will be needed then. For the above reasons, I am 
opposed to any moratoriums. 

Sincerely, 
B. F. WAGNER, Owner. 





R. G. BAILEY PRINTING Co., 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 10, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 


DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: I am opposed to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 
because it will retard the development of our community and the surrounding 
area. 
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This bill will do nothing, except hold up the development of much needed 
power resources. The holding up of such development in the interest of fish 
runs does not seem reasonable after so much time has already been spent on 
these matters. 

I favor progress on the Snake River and feel that the prosperity of our area 
depends upon early construction of the presently proposed projects. 

Very truly yours, 
R. G. BAILEY. 


Ray J. WHITE & Sons, INc., 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 10, 1959. 
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 
Hearing, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 

Sir: I would like to express my opposition to the 5-year moratorium on mid- 
dle Snake River Dam construction as proposed by the National Wildlife Fed- 
eration and other sportsmen’s groups. 

In my opinion, the adoption of this program would needlessly delay the or- 
derly and continued development of our Columbia Basin water resources. It 
appears that satisfactory progress is being made to alleviate and eliminate the 
problems presented by the dam construction program to fish passage both up and 
down stream, even as this construction continues. 

Under these circumstances, a delay at this time for further study could serve 
no useful purpose. 

Very truly yours, 
JOHN R. WHITE. 


CHAPIN’S TRANSPORTATION SERVICE, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 10, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Interstate Committee on Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 


DEAR SENATOR: I wish to go on record as stating my opposition to Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35, which would put a moratorium on dam building for 
a 5-year period on the middle Snake River. 

I am convinced that if delays are made for this period on dam construction 
we may run into a serious power shortage as considerable time is required for 
eonstruction purposes, and new starts must be made as soon ag possible. 

1 am opposed to this resolution. 

Very truly yours, 
Don M. CHAPIN. 


PAcIFIC INSURANCE AGENCY, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 10, 1959. 
Hon. FE. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 


Sir: Reference is made to two proposals which are to be considered at the 
hearing here in Lewiston on November 12, 1959, namely: S. 2568 by Senator 
Church of Idaho, and Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 by Senator Magnuson 
of Washington. 

I should like to mingle my voice with the many others who are very much 
opposed to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. I see little justification for any 
authority which would tend to delay the construction of dams for the produc- 
tion of electrical power in this area. Here in our section of the Northwest 
industrial growth has been held back by the lack of adequate power supply. 

We are verging upon opportunities for growth which should not be stymied 
for lack of power. Our population is enjoying a steady growth and demands for 
electrical energy are increasing. 

In the many years in which I have lived and worked in this area I have been 
continually aware of our great potential of growth and some of the reasons 
why that growth has not been more rapid. Lack of adequate power is, I feel, 
the No. 1 reason. I feel strongly that public financing of dams on the Snake 
River should not be undertaken so long as private capital is available for such 
construction. 
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It is my request that this letter be entered for the record as Opposing any 
bill, such as Resolution 35, which would tend to delay the construction by pri- 
vate capital of dams on the middle stretches of the Snake River. 

Respectfully yours, 
RALPH H. NASER. 


DuNLICK, INC., 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 9, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BartLett, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 

DEAR SENATOR: Referring to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

We are not in favor of the 5-year moratorium on the middle Snake because 
we feel it will retard the progress of our community, not only 5 years but 10 
or 20 years. Being manufacturers of concrete products, we are anxious to see 
the community develop as rapidly as possible. 

Yours very truly, 
Girrorp W. DunpbaAs, President. 


Lipps INSURANCE AGENCY, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 11, 1959. 
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 
Hearing Chairman, Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: We frequently wonder if a hearing such as the one 
to be held Nevember 12, 1959, serves any particular purpose. So often, it seems 
these hearings are only held for publicity purposes of some congressional mem- 
bers, and certainly at the expense of taxpayers. It is our sincere hope that this 
hearing is worthwhile. 

It is presumed that your committee is truly interested in getting local reac- 
tion to such proposals as Senate bill 2586, Senate bill 1420, and Senate Concur- 
rent Resolution 35. It would seem that Senate bill 2586 is in the public interest. 
We sincerely doubt the necessity for Senate bill 1240. 

We are strongly opposed, however, to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, be- 
cause we feel that it would stultify progress in the Inland Empire. Our area 
is obviously on the verge of an industrial and population growth. We must 
progress forward and not regress. 

We will sincerely appreciate your efforts in the defeat of this proposed legis- 
lation. 

Very truly yours, 
J. L. Cox. 


ERB HAkDWARE Co., 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 9, 1959. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 
(Attention of Senator E. L. Bartlett). 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: This letter is sent to you in protest of the proposed 
5-year moratorium on the building of dams on the upper Snake River. 

We believe that these dams are necessary for additional power in this terri- 
tory where abundant power is always necessary to attract outside industry com- 
ing into our district. 

If a 5-year moratorium is declared, we feel that we would be grossly lagging 
in our power program. Of course, building of these dams in the near future 
would create a great amount of business here in this territoy which, of course, 
the merchants are always looking forward to. 

Also, we believe the building of these dams by private companies would bring 
in more taxes and they are always needed. 

We trust that you will give this matter your attention and vote against this 
moratorium. 

Yours very truly, 
Ropert A. SOMERVILLE, Secretary. 
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COCHRANE & DICKAMORE, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 10, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 

DEAR SENATOR: We would like to submit our views in opposing Senate Con- 
current Resolution 35: 

A. One of the most dangerous parts of the proposed moratorium bill is that 
it offers a readymade excuse for Congress to refuse to appropriate further 
money for dams already authorized on the lower Snake River. 

B. According to all available statistics, and the continued growth of the Pacif- 
ic Northwest, there could be a power shortage by the year 1966. If we are to 
be assured of power sources for this growth, a moratorium to stop construction 
on the middle Snake River must be defeated. 

C. We believe a 5-year moratorium would greatly hinder the development 
of this area. 

Very truly yours, 
CLAIR DICKAMORE. 


CARNATION Co., 
Lewiston, Idaho. 
Re Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 
Hon. E. L. Bart ett, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 


DEAR Sir: In regard to the above-mentioned resolution of which I understand 
you are directly connected therewith, I would like to extend my feelings and 
beliefs on the matter. 

I do feel that the Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 if passed would not only 
slow up development of our area but also would be very unfair to all people in 
our community who desire growth and sound economy today. 

Therefore, from a personal, business, and economic standpoint, I am opposed 
to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

Sincerely, 
J. N. McBripe, Manager. 


GOLDEN GRAIN DaIryY, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 11, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLert, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 


DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: We have carefully studied the proposals to be con- 
sidered by the committee at the hearing on November 12, 1959, at Lewiston, 
Idaho. 

It is our opinion that each dam to be constructed on the middle Snake, or at 
any other site for that matter, will have its own individual fish problems. A 
5-year moratorium may or may not solve any of these problems. 

With the interest we have in the industrial growth and expansion in Idaho 
and eastern Washington, we believe that Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 
would be a strong deterrent to such expansion and growth of industry in this 
area. 

We, therefore, strongly oppose the passage of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

Sincerely, 
EK. J. KLAMPER, (0-ooner. 


LEWISTON, IDAHO, November 10, 1959. 

Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Interstate Committee on Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 

DEAR SENATOR: I would like to express my opinion on the Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35. 

A. Additional power will be needed in the Pacific Northwest; and if we are 
to be assured of power sources by 1966, this moratorium bill must be defeated. 
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B. I believe there is no justification in having a moratorium on the middle 
Snake River as it would hinder the development of the area, and set us back 
years in our economical development. 

Very truly yours, 
Vic’s ELEctTRICc. 

Senator Bartrerr. This is a telegram for the record sent to me 
from Walla Walla, by the chairman and secretary of the Confed- 
erated Tribes, Umatilla Indian Reservation, Pendleton, Oreg., and 
this wire is sent by Elia J. Quaempts and Davis S. Hall. This wire 
expresses support of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

WALLA WaLta, November 11, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Subcommittee Chairman, 
Senate Committee on Foreign and Interstate Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho: 

As chairman and secretary of the Confederated Tribes, Umatilla Indian 
Reservation, Pendleton, Oreg., we have been directed to send you copy following 
resolution unanimously adopted by tribal governing body: 

“Whereas the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation have 
treaty rights under the treaty of June 9, 1955, to take salmon and steelhead 
on the Grande Ronde and Imnaha Rivers, as well as other tributaries of the 
middle Snake River ; and 

“Whereas such treaty rights are threatened by the construction of dams on 
the middle Snake River which will seriously damage or destroy salmon and 
steelhead runs entering these rivers, unless means are discovered for passing 
fish through the dams: Now, therefore, 

“Resolved, That the Confederated Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, 
acting through their governing body, hereby express their support of Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35, providing for a moratorium on the construction of 
dams in the middle Snake River until adequate means of conserving salmon 


and steelhead runs are developed ; be it further 
“Resolved, That the chairman and secretary of the board of trustees shall 
transmit a copy of this resolution to the Senate Committee on Foreign and 


Interstate Commerce.” 
Will you please insert tribal resolution in record of committee hearings on 


Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 in Lewiston, Idaho. 
Ev1ras J. QUAEMPTS. 
Davis 8S. HALL. 


Senator Bartierr. Now, I believe Senator Church announced be- 
fore the noon recess that Tom Richardson, secretary of the Wash- 
ington State Building Trades Council, Spokane, and others repre- 
senting labor, are desired to be heard at this time. Mr. Hunter will 
represent Mr. Richardson. 

Mr. Hunter, please. 

Mr. Hunter. Mr. Chairman, I am representing Mr. Richardson, 
and our first person that we would like to have come forward is Mr. 
Robert Perry of Seattle. 

Senator Barriertr. Mr. Perry, please. 

Mr. Perry. Mr. Chairman, I should like to at this time make a state- 
ment against Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

Senator Bartierr. Before doing so, would you identify yourself 
more particularly, Mr. Perry, for the record. 

Mr. Perry. My name is Robert Perry. Iam a member of the Wash- 
ington State Legislature, vice chairman of the w ays and means com- 
mittee of the house of representatives of that group, Olympia Wash. ; 
and also I am appearing here as representative of the W ashington 
State Association of the Electrical Workers, comprised of some 
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18,000 electrical workers who not only construct hydroelectric 
projects but operate them and operate the utilities companies, both 
public and private, for which they work. 

I should like to state briefly our reasons for opposing the Senate 
resolution and say in concurrence with some of the statements that I 
have heard here this morning by Senator Church and Representative 
Pfost that in all of the hearings—and I have attended the hearings 
that have been held throughout the Northwest—I have not heard one 
statement outside of the statements here this morning relative to the 
material worth of these projects to the people. 

Now, we have heard, and I have great sympathy, incidentally, for 
the fishing interests and for the preservation of a great natural re- 
source. I have great concern and great interest in a great natural 
resource and I think that due consideration is being given this resource 
in the—by the people who are attempting to build high Mountain 
Sheep and particularly other agencies are giving great consideration 
to the resource. But I should like to say, and Is say this not as an 
official of the State of Washington but as one who has profound in- 
terest and is sincerely concerned with the economic future and destiny 
of both of our great States, that unless we develop the material re- 
sources, the w ater resources that we have, to the fullest extent, we are 
going to find ourselves living in a St: ate which is composed of jack- 

rabbits, salmon, and sagebrush. 

As we know, in the State of Washington we have along the Colum- 
bia utilized it not to its fullest extent yet, but we have a material de- 
velopment which represents billions of dollars of investment and 
possibly supports and sustains the economic activities of our State at 
a level which they now exist, which incidentally is not sufficient yet. 
We shall have to, in order to keep up with the existing or with the im- 
peding population increases of the Northwest, continue to in a dy- 
namic manner expand and develop these projects. 

I look particularly about me in reference to this specific project, 
high Mountain Sheep. I look about me in this community and I can 
see Pasco 10 years ago. I can see a community without any industry 
or a community that sorely needs the payrolls, a community that needs 
the construction payrolls which will amount to some $60 million. 
I can see people who are interested in bringing home a loaf of bread 
and bring home enough money in the form of wages to support their 
families and to provide the things their children need, and to support 
the educational facilities of this State. 

These things are being not shunted aside but they are being 7 
in a perspective that the salmon are similar to the buffalo, like t ley 
are some holy thing, and I don’t mean to interject in this hearing 
a note of contradiction or controversy, but I do say that the most 
important resource to this nation is the people. The material well 
being of the American people comes first and foremost, and I believe 
sincerely that this will be served best by the construction of a dam 
as soon as possible on the middle Snake River. 

Thank you very much, sir, for your kind indulgence. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Perry, from what you said I would infer 
that if the necessity arose to making a fearful choice as between power 
and no salmon at all, you would be compelled to say that for the bene- 
fit of people the power generation was more important. 
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Mr. Perry. Well, sir, I would like to answer that question in this 
manner: That isn’t actually the choice we have to make. 

I have listened to the comments of many biologists and I have had 
the privilege of going out to the University of Washington and listen- 
ing toa latitude of opinions on this subject. I fortunately don’t have 
to make a statement relative to that choice because the choice we have 
is certainly nobody would attempt to say to you that a river without 
any dams will be the same river that it is with dams. I think that the 
salmon—I don’t think I know from competent ee il opinions— 
that the salmon can be preserved to an extent. I don’t say they can 
be preserved in a 100-percent fashion if there were no dams on the 
Columbia. I think Senator Church made a very wonderful statement 
on this. We have to make way for progress. 

Senator Bartlett. Do you He e that adoption of Senate Concur- 
rent Resolution 35 would ‘unnecessarily delay dam construction ? 

Mr. Perry. Yes, sir; Ido. Not only do I believe that Senate Con- 
current Resolution 35 would unduly delay construction of much 
needed power facilities on the middle Snake, but I believe that the 
principle of moratorium is contrary to the principles of progress. 
I believe that particularly in a period such as today when the Soviet 
is expending unlimited resources, intellectual resources, to overcome 
our great society, that we can’t afford any type of moratoriums in any 
academic, intellectual, or material field. 

Senator Bartriertr. As I take it, Mr. Perry, some of the provisions 
of this resolution are intended to operate as a lever as it were, to 
force expanded accelerated research. If this is not done through ‘the 
medium of the resolution, how would you recommend that it be done 
if you have given consideration to this? 

Mr, Perry. Sir, I am in error in one part of my statement. I wish 
to say that I don’ t, or we don’t as the Washington Association of 
Electrical Workers, attempt in any m: unner to say that we should not 
have a full research program. We agree in full with a dynamic ex- 
panded research program as far as the natural resources of our society 
are concerned. 

Senator Bartierr. Now you say nothing that would lead the com- 
mittee to believe otherwise. 

Mr. Perry. I did not mean to, sir. 

Senator Barrierr. You did not. 

Mr. Perry. I meant to say the one provision of the act which de- 
clares a 5-year moratorium was in my opinion and in the opinion of 
the Washington State Association of Electrical Workers, we would 
have to be unalterably opposed to this type of legislation. 

Senator Bartterr. Would you believe this type of research pro- 
gram can ments forward at a proper pace through other methods ¢ 
~ Mr. Perry. I do. I believe that in the construction of high Moun- 
tain Sheep you will see that people have sincerely attempted to ex- 
pend the necessary funds to protect our existing fish runs. You 
will see that in the expenditures—and I have been up this river and 
looked at some of these rivers and looked at some of the areas that 
are under discussion here today—and I see that they are willing to 
spend $16 million in a river that isn’t much wider than that table. 
The $16 million will go for research and they have the finest biologists 
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in the country who have worked these things out. I don’t believe 
that anybody can give any more consideration to salmon than this. 

Senator Barrierr. Well, thank you, Mr. Perry. 

Senator Church, do you have any questions to ask Mr. Perry? 

Senator Cuurcn. Mr. Chairman, I have no questions, but I want to 
commend him on his statement. I think that he made a very fine 
and helpful statement. 

I would just add this, that I have been out in the lobby looking at 
the model of these proposed fish facilities at the proposed dam that 
we have been discussing here, and I think that it would be helpful to 
everyone in the room to just check by that model because it is laid 
out so very clearly there. The topography and all is so very clear. 

I appreciate your coming and it is very helpful to the committee 
to have the benefit of your views. 

Mr. Perry. Thank you very much, sir. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Anderson ¢ 

Mr. Anverson. Mr. Perry, I am interested in the part of your state- 
ment in which you said that we are in competition with Soviet Russia. 
As you know, recently the Interior Committee sent nine people over 
on a tour of Russia and they came back with a recommendation that 
we needed a crash power program or by 1965 the Soviet Union would 
be outproducing us in hydroelectric power. Of course this moratorium 
bill is in direct conflict with that. 

What in your mind is the power situation as far as your State in 
the Northwest is concerned? So far I have heard figures that we 
were going to expand our population, double and triple, what do you 
people over in that area think about that ? 

Mr. Perry. I think the most significant statement made was the 
statement that Senator Jackson made relative to the 7,000 new mouths 
coming to the breakfast table every morning. 

I think that in answering your question, sir, that there is no ques- 
tion but that our society will expand populationwise to a point where 
there is a definite need for these projects. We can’t at the present 
time anticipate the dynamics that are necessary. I don’t think even 
the most forward looking person can anticipate the dynamics neces- 
sary to prepare for this type of a society, and that we must by all 
means—the power facilities that we have today are going to be in- 
adequate. Any of these people and incidentally a lot of these people 
are the same people who said prior to the construction of Bonneville, 
what would we ever do with this power. What would we ever do 
with it? Now we find ourselves with dams being constructed through- 
out the vast Columbia River Basin and we know that prior—that 
even prior to their being finished that the amount of power necessary 
isn’t going to suffice our needs. We know this. We see, and I know 
this from spending my life in the electrical field. I know that we 
have finished dams and a lot of people have said, why do you want a 
dam like that for out here in the middle of the wilderness. But you 
know something, pretty soon that wasn’t the wilderness, pretty soon 
somebody built an aluminum refinery and a steel mill and pretty soon 
you had a fast thriving community. This community had a great 
many people who were sustained economically by the very construc- 
tion of that dam. 
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Mr. Anperson. Do you think there is any power surplus in the 
Northwest at the present time ? 

Mr. Perry. I think that the reference to the water that went over 
the top of the dam on some of these projects is rather an erroneous 
thing, because at certain times of the year water will go over the top 
of any dam. 

The overall use of the power of these dams, I don’t believe anybody 
could contest the fact that we do need—maybe specifically in some 
individual month due to a situation which is created by possibly con- 
flict between two economic interests, such as the steel strike, would ad- 
versely affect the use of power in an area. But I don’t think that this, 
in a continual growth and expansion of our Nation, that there is any 
question that ultimately the hydroelectric facility is not going to suffice 
our needs, At the present time we might just keep up, , but you must 
keep in mind, gentlemen, that it doesn't take just a day to build any 
type of an electrical generating system. It takes years. That is why 
this is imperative here today. That we do not have a 5-year moratium, 
because if this dam were started, let’s say, 1 year from today which 
would possibly be the first date that it could be started, it still would 
take 5 years in the construction and require a tremendous amount of 
effort and material, financing and all the rest of these things. 

Mr. Anperson. One of the reasons I asked this question is that 
when these bills come before Congress of course many people in the 
East are not particularly sympathetic with the West. We have a 
situation which has been proposed a so-called intertie which would 
bring about a billion kilowatts from the Northwest to California. 

We have to counter the arguments of the East. They say you don’t 
need power out there, you are willing to ship a billion kilowatts to 
California. So it is interesting to try to find out whether or not we 
are developnig power at a rate that will keep up with our demand or 
whether or not we actually have that billion kilowatts to send away. 

Mr. Perry. Well, are you asking me this in a form of a question? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes. 

Mr. Perry. We actually do not have a sustained billion kilowatts 
to send anyplace. This great California intertie was probably a— 
and I say this being provincially minded from the Northwest—that 
the Northwest has one thing and that is an abundant amount of power. 
The people in California hav ing 26 C ongressmen have an appreciable 
political influence. I think Senator Church and you Senators from 
our end of the country appreciate what I am saying. 

Senator Magnusen does, I know. I sponsored the move which killed 
the California intertie in the Legislature of Washington. We were 
violently opposed to this in that one of the few things we have in 
this end of the country is cheap power, and cheap power builds in- 
dustrial communities and mass payrolls. We don’t have a billion 
kilowatts of dump power that would normally go over the top of the 
dam. We might have for a period of 30 days, but then this is ac- 
cording to the water levels and the amounts of rain that fell the 
previous year or during the season. 

Mr. Anperson. Thank you. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you, Mr. Perry. 

Mr. Perry. Thank you for your kind indulgence. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Hunter, are there any others—— 
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( Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Billips. 

Mr. Biiuips. Senator Bartlett, my name is John Billips and I 
reside at 3705 Eli Street, Spokane. 

I represent Local Unit 138 of Local 77 of the International Brother- 
hood of Electrical Workers. 

I have a resolution that I would like to read into the record. 

(Resolution follows :) 

SPOKANE, WASH. 


Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 


DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: Please enter the following as a part of the record 
of the hearings on Senate Concurrent Resolution 35: 


“RESOLUTION 


“Whereas Local Unit 138 of Local 77, International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers, favors those provisions of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, now be- 
fore Congress, providing for research to maintain and preserve valuable fish 
runs on the Snake River; but 

“Whereas section 3 of that resolution would prohibit construction of all dams 
on the Snake River between river mile 180 and 245 for a period of 5 years; 
and 

“Whereas there is no assurance at this time that a method will be found 
for safely passing anadromous fish over dams in excess of 100 feet in height 
within a 5-year period ; and 

“Whereas the Pacific Northwest Power Co. has madé application to the Fed- 
eral Power Commission for a license to build high Mountain Sheep Dam above 
the confluence of the Salmon and Snake Rivers; and 

“Whereas the design of the high Mountain Sheep Dam includes provision for 
satisfactorily handling migratory fish on the Snake and Imnaha Rivers and does 
not in any way hinder the migration of fish on the Salmon River; and 

‘“‘Whereas there is need for greater employment in all sections of the building 
trades and immediate construction of high Mountain Sheep would relieve the 
unemployment problem in this area by giving an estimated 1,900,000 man-days 
of employment to the building trades crafts, and 

“Whereas it is our firm belief that high Mountain Sheep Dam should be 
licensed without further delay : Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That Local Unit 138 of the International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers, Local 77 goes on record as being in opposition to section 3 of Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35.” 

Adopted and passed this 10th day of November, 1959, by the executive board 
of Unit 138, Local 77, International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers. 

JoHN A. Brxies, Unit Chairman. 

)xecutive Board : 

GeorGE T. RIDDLE. 
JAKE ALTIMORE. 
Max A. OSBORN. 


Senator Bartierr. Would you tell us how many members there are 
in your local? 

Mr. Bitures. We have—over on the east side we have approximately 
600. 

Senator Bartierr. Do you have any opinion to express on the bills 
before the committee ? 

Mr. Briturrs. No, I haven't 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Anderson, any questions ? 

Mr. Anverson. No. 

Senator Bartierr. Senator Church? 

Senator Cuurcu. No questions. 
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Senator Bartierr. Everything that you have had to say and read 
will go into the record. 

Mr. Leibold. 

Mr. Lersotp. My name is Jim Leibold. I am the business represen- 
tative for Electrical Workers Local 112, Box 803, Spokane, Wash. 

I would like to say, Senator, before I read this statement, that our 
local union comprises 16 counties in Washington and 8 in Oregon. 
Half of our jurisdiction borders the Snake River, and at the present 
time we are working on two dam projects on the Snake River, one is 
at Oxbow Dam in the Hells Canyon area, and the other one is at Ice 
Harbor Dam near Pasco. 

This statement is addressed to Senator E. L. Bartlett, Senate Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

(Statement follows:) 

For your record being made here today, the Electrical Workers, Local 112, 
Pasco, Wash., is opposed to any delay in dam construction in the middle Snake 
River area. 

While we support the idea of fishery research as expressed in Senate Concur- 
rent Resolution 35, we are opposed to section 3 which calls for delay in North- 
west progress. We believe S. 2586, which provides for a fish sanctuary on the 
Salmon River, will assure that progress, and we favor it. 

We believe the construction of high Mountain Sheep above the mouth of the 
Salmon River should go forward promptly. It will provide thousands of jobs 
for workers in many crafts, as well as providing jobs in related supply organi- 
zations throughout the region and Nation. It can also give the Northwest a 
large block of needed electric power. 

Thank you, sir. 


Senator Bartierr. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Church, Do you have any questions? 

Senator CuurcH. Just a comment that I appreciate the support of 
the Salmon River Sanctuary bill. 

Senator Bartierr. Do you have any questions, Mr. Anderson / 

Mr. Anperson. No questions. 

Senator Barrietrr. Mr. Kelson ? 

Mr. Ketson. I am Leonard Kelson, the unit vice chairman, Unit 
126-A of the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers Local 
7. 

I wish to present a resolution opposing Senate Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 35. 

Senator Bartlett, please enter the following as a part of the record 
of the hearings on Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

(Resolution follows :) 

RESOLUTION 


Whereas the growth of the Northwest requires maintaining and increasing 
the orderly rate of hydroelectric construction ; and 

Whereas provisions in paragraph 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 halt 
construction on the middle stretch of the Snake River for an indefinite time; and 

Whereas any measure that delays or defers construction of sound low-cost 
major hydroelectric projects is not in the best interest of the Northwest; and 

Whereas construction of high Mountain Sheep by Pacifie Northwest Power 
Co. will provide low-cost hydropower to the citizens of Washington, Oregon, 
and Idaho; and 

Whereas high Mountain Sheep Dam is not in conflict with any other develop- 
ment for which an application is now on file with the Federal Power Commis- 
sion: and 

Whereas high Mountain Sheep can be built now with private money and pro- 
vide jobs at a time when they are most needed in the area: Therefore be it 
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Resolved, Unit No. 126—A of the International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers, Local No. 77 go on record as being in opposition to Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35. 

Adopted and passed this 10th day of November 1959 by the executive board of 
Unit No. 126—-A, Local No. 77, International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers. 

L. R. KELSON, 
Unit Vice Chairman. 
JoseEPH H. BROCKMAN, 
Secretary. 
(‘LIFFORD I). GLASBY, 
MILLARD B. CTUIRISTIE, 
Eerecutive Board. 


High MOUNTAIN SHEEP HYDROELECTRIC DEVELOPMENT ON THE SNAKE RIVER 
ABOVE THE SALMON RIVER 


ESTIMATED MAN-DAYS OF LABOR AND EARNINGS 


The following chart shows a breakdown and time distribution of approximate- 
ly 1,900,000 man-days of labor required in the field for the construction of the 
high Mountain Sheep development. The total direct payroll will amount to 
approximately $60 million. 


Estimated man-days in field by crafts: 2,400 employed at peak, 1,400 average 


Man-days 


ISN NE ict Bi en a ee ge Re ee a ee ee 44, 000 
a a ere eae slate it ae hie thsi aia al al ee 54, OOO 
ON ag i a aI ae a i ee 150, 000 
OPE SIRI RN pet scenic chic Rasa wen ptenh asia ekal oman 328, 000 
so Sa cbc Salgsan abv eiee deka nda aA a ee 247, 000 
I OI ak ach ha ican Ban eh eas Bee eae ae ane, ee eee 163, 000 
CNET si 8 isis onion cactaceccgstasattens t-datuiaiecs & canned tein thes ee 438, 000 
eNO Sci Re scl Sencar eu arch tn anita eee ieee 476, 000 

I i ceaeatnin ebba heed mubiapesem melee ale caiet evmente nas __.. 1, 900, 000 


In addition there will be the added labor of carriers, suppliers, warehousing 
and other indirect payrolls. 

Factory labor on manufactured equipment for the high Mountain Sheep de- 
velopment is estimated to be about $40 million. 


Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 


DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: Please enter the following resolution as part of the 
record of the hearing being held at Lewiston, Idaho, on November 12, 1959, on 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35: 


“RESOLUTION 


“Whereas Local Unit 123 of Local 77, International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers, favors those provisions of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 now be 
fore Congress providing for research to maintain and preserve valuable fish runs 
on the Snake River; but 

“Whereas section 3 of that resolution would prohibit construction of all dams 
on the Snake River between river mile 180 and 245 for a period of 5 years; and 

“Whereas there is need for greater employment in all sections of the building 
trades and immediate construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam would relieve 
the unemployment problem in this area by giving an estimated 1,900,000 man- 
days of employment to the building-trades crafts ; and 

“Whereas the Pacific Northwest Power Co. should be granted an immediate 
license to construct high Mountain Sheep Dam without further delay: Be it 

“Resolved, That the executive board of Local United 123 of Local 77, Inter- 
national Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, goes on record as being opposed 
to section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35.” 


45447—60—pt. 220 








378 COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN FISHERY RESOURCES 


Adopted and passed this 10th day of November 1959 by the executive board 
of Unit 123, Local 77, International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers. 
WILLIARD R. JOHNSON, Chairman, 
Kk. M. Exiiiorr, Vice Chairman, 
JAMES Ressa, Recording Secretary, 
O. F. STRATTON, 
RUSSELL KILLIAN, 
Ewvecutive Board. 


Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: Please enter the following as a part of the record of 
the hearings on Senate Concurrent Resolution 35: 


*“RESOLUTION 


“Whereas paragraph 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, now pending be- 
fore Congress, would postpone any construction of dams on the middle Snake 
River ; and 

“Whereas existing and future employment in the Northwest depends on ample 
pow er supplies, which cannot be provided if feasible projects are delayed; and 

“Whereas the delay suggested in Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 will not be 
of any help in preserving salmon; and 

“Whereas the only reason for the delay would be to build Nez Perce, which 
could not be built until the indefinite future ; and 

“Whereas it is against the interest of labor to delay feasible hydroelectric 
projects in the Northwest ; and 

“Whereas high Mountain Sheep can be built now with private money and pro- 
vide much needed jobs ; and 

“Whereas any measure that delays or defers construction of sound low-cost 
major hydroelectric projects is not in the best interest of the Northwest; and 

“Whereas any measure that delays or defers construction of sound low cost 
mejor hydroelectric projects is not in the best interest of the Northwest; and 

“Whereas the Pacific Northwest Power Company is ready, willing, and able 
to build high Mountain Sheep, as recommended by the Corps of Engineers: 
Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That Unit 125 of the International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers, Local 77, goes on record as being opposed to Senate Concurrent Reso- 
lution 35.” 

Adopted and passed this 10th day of November 1959 by the executive board 
of Unit 125, Local 77, International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers. 

Haroutp V. Hossy, Unit Chairman. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you. 

If these dams aren’t under construction would the members of the 
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers have considerable 
difficulty in finding full employment ? 

Mr. Kexso. I believe that we are doing all right at the time. As far 
as I am concerned I am only—I have only to do with the construction 
end of it, the line work part of it, and with these dams we would have 
a lot of distribution and stuff like that that would really give us work 
for at least the next 6 or 7 years that we can see ahead in. 

Senator Bartierr. For how many people would you judge? 

Mr. Ketso. For a total of—I would say with the dam construction, 
about 14,000, probably, at the peak of construction and maybe 24,000. 

Senator Bartierr. I mean just electrical workers? 

Mr. Ketso. May I refer to some notes ? 

Senator Bartierr. Why sure. 

Mr. Ketso. I can give you the estimated man-days in the field of 
the crafts: 2,400 employ ed at the peak and about 1,400 at the average. 
Boilermakers would be about 44,000 man-days. Pipe fitters about 


54,000: electricans would be about 150,000 man-days; mechanical 
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274,000; operating engineers 328,000; iron workers 163,000; carpen- 
ters 438,000; and laborers 476,000. That comes to about a total of 
about 1,900,000 man-hours. 

Senator Barrierr. That is high Mountain—— 

Mr. Ketso. At high Mountain Sheep; yes. 

Senator Bartierr. You did have the answers, the precise answers. 

Mr. Ketso. I might add that all the construction and all the gen- 
erators and things that we build for this dam will be built in the 
United States. 

Senator Bartierr. Senator Church, do you have any questions? 

Senator Cuurcu. No questions. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Anderson ? 

Mr. Anperson. No questions 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you very much, Mr. Kelso. 

Mr. Whitmore? 


STATEMENT OF C. R. WHITMORE, PRESIDENT, LEWISTON- 
CLARKSTON CENTRAL LABOR COUNCIL, LEWISTON, IDAHO 


Mr. Wuirmore. Senator Bartlett, and members of the committee, 
I am C. R. Whitmore, president of the Central Labor Council of 
Clarkston, Wash., and Lewiston, Idaho. I wish to present a resolu- 


tion adoption that this council will exercise opposition to Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35. 


I am also representing the Carpenter’s Local Union 398, General 
Laborer’s 1205, and we would like to have that for the record. 

Senator Bartiettr. So it shall be. 

Mr. Wuirmore. The resolution: 


Whereas the Lewiston-Clarkston Central Labor Council (AFL-CIO), is de 
sirous of seeing the industrial development of this area go forward; and 
Whereas the construction of dams, such as the proposed high Mountain Sheep 
and attendant industry that develops because of such construction, adds to the 
labor force; and 
Whereas such developments are in the best interest of organized labor; and 
Whereas we, as citizens of this community, are anxious to see progress made 
in the several Northwestern States: Now, therefore, be it further 
Resolved, That on this 11th day of November 1959 the executive board of the 
Lewiston-Clarkston Central Labor Council (AFL-CIO) voted to go on record 
as being opposed to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 
Executive board: 
LEWISTON-CLARKSTON CENTRAL LABOR COUNCIL, 
C. R. Wuitmore, President. 
Don C. LOEFFLER. 
Epwarp A. MASTERS. 
HoBART O. BUBNS. 


CARPENTERS’ LocAL UNION No. 398, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 11, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 


Chairman, Subcommittee of Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Affairs, 
Lewiston, Idaho: 


Whereas Carpenters’ Local 398 (AFL-CIO) are deeply interested in the prog- 
ress of the development of the Idaho-Washington-Oregon area ; and 


Whereas anything that tends to impede the orderly development of this area 
is detrimental to organized labor; and 
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Whereas a moratorium of the development of power dams on the Middle 
Snake River, such as Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, tends to slow down the 
orderly development of jobs for organized labor: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That on this 11th day of November 1959, the executive board of 
Carpenters’ Local 398 (AFL-CIO) voted to express its opposition to the passage 
of such said Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

VERNON L. SNOOK, 

HAROLD GROGAN, 

GEORGE V. Cox, 

GENE WILLSON, 

C. E. HENry, 
Executive Board, Carpenters Local 398. 


INTERNATIONAL Hop CARRIERS, BUILDING & COMMON LABORERS’ UNION 
or AMERICA, LocaL No. 1205, CONSTRUCTION & GENERAL LABORERS, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 11, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Chairman, Subcommittee of Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, Lewiston, Idaho: 

Whereas Construction & General Laborers’ Local 1205 (AFL-CIO) are deeply 
interested in the progress of the development of the Idaho-Washington-Oregon 
area; and 

Whereas anything that tends to impede the orderly development of this area 
is detrimental to organized labor; and 

Whereas a moratorium of the development of power dams on the Middle 
Snake River, such as Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, tends to slow down the 
orderly development of jobs for organized labor: Now therefore, be it 

Resolved, That on this 11th day of November 1959, the executive board of 
Laborers’ Local 1205 (AFL-CIO) voted to express its opposition to the passage 
of such said Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

Don C. LOEFFLER, 

JAMES POTT, 

N. W. FLIPpo, 

T. N. COMER, 

VERNER KOSKI, 
Executive Board, Construction and General Laborers, Local 1205. 


Senator Bartierr. Do you have any opinion to express to the com- 
mittee on the other legislation before the committee 

Mr. Wutrmore. No; I don’t at this time. 

Senator Bart err. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Church, do you have any questions ? 

Senator Cuurcu. No questions. 

Senator Barritetrr. Thank you. 

We will place in the record at this point a letter from E. F. Riley, 
of Clarkston, Wash., and a letter from Mr. and Mrs. John F, Madden, 
of C larkston, Wash. 

(The letters follow :) 

CLARKSTON, WASH., November 12, 1959 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention Senator E. L. Bartlett) : 

I do not favor the 5-year moratorium on the Snake River dams as proposed 
in Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

The public reaction to increased Federal spending is very evident. The voters 
desire that the Federal Government start paying off some of the Federal debt 
to keep the U.S. dollar sound. It will be more difficult to secure money for 
public power projects. The increased interest rate on Federal bonds and the 
rapid decrease of our gold supply is evidence of the serious condition of the 


U.S. credit. 
The Northwest electric load is increasing faster than new powerplants are 
being built. A shortage of power in the future is evident. The Federal Govern- 
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ment is not going to increase the amount of funds made available for power 
in the future. A reduction of money for that purpose is certain. Every power 
project that is sound should be encouraged if the Northwest is not to have a 
real shortage of power in the near future. 
There should not be a 5-year moratorium on Snake River dams. 
Sincerely, 
E. F. RILey, 


CLARKSTON, WASH., November 10, 1959. 
Senator E. L. Barter, 
Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
Lewiston, ldaho. 

DEAR SENATOR: In expressing my opinion, opposing Senate Concurrent Reso- 
lution 35, I feel that a moratorium on construction of dams on the middle Snake 
River would not only delay unnecessarily development of the water resources 
of that stretch of the river, but would also be opposed to the best public interest. 

I also believe as a taxpayer in this area that economical development would 
be held back for years. 

Very truly yours, 
JOHN F. MADDEN. 
Mrs. JoHN F, MApbpDEN. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Hunter. 

Mr. Hunver. I think I am the last of a long list of labor repre- 
sentatives, on my list anyhow, that will appear at this time. 

Senator Barrierr. Will you introduce yourself for the record, 
please. 

Mr. Hunrer. My name is H. C. Hunter. I am representing the 
Northeast Washington-Northern Idaho Building & Construction 
Trades Council, West 10 Second Avenue, Spokane, Wash. This 
council has jurisdiction in 19 counties in Washington and 10 in 
northern Idaho covering this area which this hearing is about. 

We have a letter addressed to the Senator, and I would like to read 
it and have it entered in the record. 

(Letter follows:) 


NORTHEASTERN WASHINGTON-NORTHERN IDAHO BUILDING 
AND CONSTRUCTION TRADES COUNCIL, 
Spokane, Wash., November 11, 1959. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: Please enter the following as part of the record 
of the hearing being held at Lewiston, Idaho, on November 12, 1959, on Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35: 

The Northeastern Washington-Northern Idaho Building & Construction Trades 
Council has gone on record as being opposed to section 3 of the Senate Con- 
current Resolution No. 35, which would declare a moratorium on all dam con- 
struction in the Middle Snake River for a period of 5 years. Reasons advanced 
for this suggested delay in dam construction are inadequate facilities to assure 
no interference with the salmon industry. This council believes that all inter- 
ested parties can develop hydroelectric projects on the Snake River, can keep 
the Salmon River open until the fish problem on that river is solved and that 
the 5-year moratorium is both not necessary nor is it well advised in view of the 
needs for adequate hydroelectric development of the Pacific Northwest. 

Sincerely yours, 
T. J. RicHarpson, Secretary. 

Mr. Hunrer. I have a similar letter from the Spokane District 
Council of Carpenters, who represent 300 workmen in the eastern 
Washington-northern Idaho area, who will be involved in this project. 

Under the Northeast Washington-Northern Idaho Building & Con- 
struction Trades Council we have somewhere in the neighborhood and 
above 10,000 people affiliated with this organization m the eastern 
Washington and northern Idaho area who would be affected by this 
work. 
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Senator Barriterr. Do you want to have the second letter which 
you did not read 

Mr. Hunrer. We would like to have it in the record and I won't 
bother reading it and it is along the same line, only their letter urges 
the construction of the high Mountain Sheep Dam, whereas the coun- 
cil’s letter did not. 

Senator Bartierr. That will be placed in the record. 

Do you have any questions, Senator Church. 

Senator Cuurcn. No, Mr. Chairman, but I do appreciate the fine 
representation that we have had here from labor today. 

Senator Barrierr. I want to join Senator Church, Mr. Hunter, in 
stating that we do want the views of labor whatever they may be on 
this and any other proposition of legislative interest, and we will care- 
fully consider what you and your colleagues have had to say as repre- 
senting a good many thousands of American workmen in this section 
of the country. 

Mr. Hunter. Mr. Chairman, may I take this opportunity to in- 
clude in the record a series of resolutions that have just been handed 
to me for the committee, A resolution from the city of Enterprise, 
Enterprise, Oreg., expressing opposition to the moratorium contained 
in Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, but endorsing the fish study 
proposal provision contained in that resolution. 

Another resolution from the Council of the City of Wallowa, which 
expresses opposition to the moratorium, but gives endorsement to the 
Salmon River sanctuary bill, S. 2586. 

The third resolution from the Council of the City of Joseph, Oreg., 
opposing opposition to the moratorium, but expressing support for 
the Salmon River sanctuary bill, S. 2586. 

Another resolution from the Izaak Walton League of America, 
Enterprise, Oreg., expressing opposition to the moratorium, but 
giving endorsement and approval to the Salmon River sanctuary 
bill, S. 2586. 

Still another resolution from Enterprise, Oreg., opposing the pro- 
posed moratorium, but endorsing the fish research program, which is 
contained under another provision of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
35. 

I would like for these resolutions to be included in the record. 

Senator Barrierr. They will be included in the record. 

(Letters and resolutions follow :) 





SPoKANE District Councin or CARPENTERS, 
UNITED BROTHERHOOD OF CARPENTERS & JOINERS OF AMERICA, 
Spokane, Wash., November 11, 1959. 
Senator Ropert BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 


Dear SENATOR BARTLETT: Please enter the following as part of the record of 
the hearing being held at Lewiston, Idaho, November 12, 1959, on Senate Con- 
current Resolution 35. 

The Spokane District Council of Carpenters, representing some 3,000 workmen 
in eastern Washington and northern Idaho, hereby wish to express their opposi- 
tion to section 3 of the Senate Resolution 35 which would provide for a 
moratorium on all dam construction in the middle Snake River for a period of 
5 years. 

The excuse for this delay or moratorium in dam construction is because of 
fish problems. We understand that by keeping the Salmon River open until 
the fish problem is solved, we can still have both dams and fish. 
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We are vitally interested in the expanding economy of the Northwest and the 
need for electric power, and also maintaining more employment for workmen 
in this area. 

We again want to state that we oppose the 5-year moratorium on dam con- 
struction on the Snake River and urge immediate construction of the high 
Mountain Sheep Dam. 

Sincerely yours, 
WELDON FEF. NEWBURY, 
Executive Secretary. 


Ciry OF ENTERPRISE, 
Enterprise, Oreg., November 9, 1959. 
Whereas any measure that delays or defers construction of sound low-cost 
major hydroelectric projects is not in the best interest of the Northwest; and 
Whereas the Corps of Engineers on three different occasions since 1947 has 
recommended Mountain Sheep as taking precedence over Nez Perce; and 
Whereas the Pacific Northwest Power Co. is ready, willing, and able to build 
high Mountain Sheep, as recommended by the Corps of Engineers; be it 
Resolved, That the city of Enterprise does oppose section 3 of Senate Con- 
current Resolution 35 as not in the best interest of Oregon, or the Northwest ; 
and 
That the city of Enterprise does endorse the fish research program proposed 
by the other paragraph of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 
R. D. McCurpy, Mayor. 
Attest: 
PEARL COLLINSWORTH, City Recorder. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the growth of the Northwest requires maintaining and increasing 
the orderly rate of hydroelectric construction : and 

Whereas construction of high Mountain Sheep by Pacific Northwest Power 
Co. will assure some portion of hydropower to the citizens of Oregon; and 

Whereas the Division Engineer and Board of Engineers, U.S. Army Engineers, 
have recommended high Mountain Sheep; and 

Whereas the alternate project, Nez Perce, would destroy the salmon fishery 
in the Salmon River in Idaho, which is 30 percent of all the salmon passing 
McNary Dam; and 

Whereas Nez Perce could not be built for many years, if ever; and 

Whereas development with high Mountain Sheep gives the greatest power 
and flood-control storage with the greatest protection to salmon fishery; and 

Whereas the only effect of the moratorium provisions of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35 is to delay needed development: Now, therefore be it 

Resolved: (1) That the Council of City of Wallowa opposes paragraph 3 of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 as a block to development, inconsistent with 
sound comprehensive development of the Columbia River Basin, and against the 
best interests of Oregon. 

(2) That the City Council of Wallowa, Oreg., regards this salmon and steel- 
head resource as an important source of wealth and recreation that justifies 
preserving the Salmon River as a sanctuary for breeding and propagation and 
therefore endorses S. 2586. 

Passed this 3d day of November 1959 by the Common Council of the City 
of Wallowa, Oreg. 

JENNIE CONKLIN, City Recorder. 


Whereas the growth of the Northwest requires maintaining and increasing 
the orderly rate of hydroelectric construction; and 

Whereas the Division Engineer and Board of Engineers, U.S. Army Engineers, 
have recommended the construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam; and 

Whereas the alternate project, Nez Perce, would destroy the salmon fishery 
in the Salmon River in Idaho, which is 30 percent of all salmon passing McNary 
Dam; and 

Whereas Nez Perce could not be built for many years, if ever; and 
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Whereas development with high Mountain Sheep gives the greatest power 
and flood-control storage with the greatest protection to salmon fishery; and 
Whereas the only effect of the moratorium provisions of Senate Congressional 
Resolution 35 is to delay needed development: Therefore be it 

Resolved— 

(1) The the Common Council of the City of Joseph, Oreg., oppose paragraph 
3 of Senate Congressional Resolution 35 as a block to development, inconsistent 
with sound, comprehensive development of the Columbia River Basin, and 
against the best interests of the State of Oregon. 

(2) The the Common Council of the City of Joseph, Oreg., regards the steel- 
head and salmon resource as an important source of wealth and recreation that 
justifies preserving the Salmon River as a sanctuary for breeding and pro- 
pagation and therefore endorses S. 2586. 

Adopted by unanimous vote November 2, 1959. 





ANNA Roup, City Recorder. 


WALLOWA COUNTY CHAPTER, IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC. 
Enterprise, Oreg. 

Whereas the growth of the Northwest requires maintaining and increasing 
the orderly rate of hydroelectric construction ; and 

Whereas the Division Engineer and Board of Engineers, U.S. Army Engineers, 
have recommended the construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam; and 

Whereas the alternate project, Nez Perce, would destroy the salmon fishery 
in the Salmon River in Idaho, and also in the Imnaha River of Oregon, which 
is 33 percent of all salmon passing McNary Dam, and we believe that PNP 
have adequate plans for the preservation of the fishery in the Imnaha River 
in Oregon. Therefore, we vigorously oppose paragraph 3 of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35; and 

Whereas Nez Perce could not be built for many years; and 

Whereas development with high Mountain Sheep gives the greatest power 
and flood-control storage with the greatest protection to salmon fishery; and 

Whereas the only effect of the moratorium provisions of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35 is to delay needed development : Therefore be it 

Resolved— 

(1) That the Wallowa County Chapter, Izaak Walton League of America, 
of Enterprise, Oreg., oppose paragraph 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 
as a block to development, inconsistent with sound, comprehensive development 
of the Columbia River Basin, and against the best interest of the State of 
Oregon. 

(2) That the Wallowa County Chapter, Izaak Walton League of America, 
of Enterprise, Oreg., regards the steelhead and salmon resource as an impor- 
tant source of wealth and recreation that justifies preserving the Salmon River 
as a sanctuary for breeding and propagation and therefore endorses S. 2586. 

W. O. GRAHAM, President. 


ENTERPRISE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Enterprise, Oreg. 

Whereas the growth of the Northwest requires maintaining and increasing 
as fast as possible to fill the growing need, the orderly rate of hydroelectric 
construction ; and 

Whereas any measure that delays or defers construction of major hydro- 
electric projects is not in the best interest of the Northwest; and 

Whereas the Pacific Northwest Power Co. is ready, willing, and able to build 
high Mountain Sheep Dam and the Corps of Engineers on three different occa- 
sions since 1947 has recommended this project as taking precedence over Nez 
Perce; and 

Whereas Nez Perce would destroy the salmon run in the Salmon River in 
Idaho: Be it 

Resolved, That the Chamber of Commerce of Enterprise, Oreg., does oppose 
section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 as not in the best interest of 
Oregon, or the Northwest, and as inconsistent with sound comprehensive de- 
velopment of the Columbia River Basin; and 
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That the Chamber of Commerce of Enterprise, Oreg.. does endorse the fish 
research program proposed by the other paragraph of Senate Concurrent Reso- 
lution 35. 
Passed at regular meeting this 10th day of November 1959. 


L. M. Ricker, Secretary. 


THE First NATIONAL BANK OF PULLMAN, 
Pullman, Wash., November 11, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 


DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: Political considerations have added much confusion 
to the program for development of the water resources of the Pacific Northwest. 
It no longer seems possible to propose and build a power, reclamation, or water 
storage project strictly upon its ability to perform a certain task. Now we have 
it passed on by political engineers, men with little actual engineering back- 
ground, but with a marked ability to propose some other type of development. 
Their proposal almost always calls for the expenditure of the taxpayers’ dollars 
and, of course, complete Federal control of our economic development. 

Apparently many people have the idea that our government—Federal, State, 
county and municipal—should give us every service suggested. That would be 
nice. It would be nice, of course, to have all of the luxuries of life. But it is 
necessary that we learn there is a limit to what we can expect our governments 
to supply. We are not able in our private lives to provide our families with 
everything our hearts desire. All of us do not have the necessary resources to 
fill all of our wishes—and so it is with government, unless we take more and 
more freedom of choice away from the people through heavy and exorbitant 
taxation. 

An article by Mr. Frank R. Ford, appearing in the Reader’s Digest, should be 
required reading for each and every one of us, and it should be required reading 
for those of us charged with the responsibility of directing our Nation’s affairs. 

Mr. Ford points out that an average man today is 29 years old, making a little 
under $100 a week, has a wife, two children, a low-priced car, and a mortgaged 
home. In the next 36 years, says Mr. Ford, this man can expect to pay $47,221 
in taxes. He emphasizes that these figures are conservative since they don’t 
allow for any tax increase—and increases seem about as certain as tomorrow 
morning. 

And, speaking of taxes, it seems to me since our government programs do not 
pay taxes that this is a very important item to be considered at this hearing. 
How long can we continue to operate a vast bureaucracy and to develop a social- 
istic type of government without squeezing the breath of life from our free enter- 
prise system ? 

I fail to find where Federal operation or public ownership of an area’s power 
generating facilities is beneficial to the people of that areu. I am quite sure that 
had TVA and its power facilities been paid for with investors’ dollars and were 
being taxed under the American system of equal taxation for all, that program 
would have proved a better investment. I am disappointed that the proposed 
moratorium on the Snake River seems to me to be designed merely to discourage 
construction of any dams in that area by private utilities. 

There seems no reason to me for complete stoppage of our development pro- 
gram, particularly in view of the fact that the dam proposed now for the Snake 
River has met with approval of many, many power people, sportsmen, fishermen, 
and others concerned with proper development of our resources. I particularly 
wish to point out that this proposed dam would be taxpaying, self-supporting, 
and would advance at an earlier date to completion. 

Very truly yours, 
F. C. Forrest, Chairman of the Board. 


RESOLUTION AND ORDER 


in the matter of proposed moratorium re Snake River projects: 
Whereas it is the understanding of this body that requests have been made 
to delay progress underway for certain projects along the Snake River; and 
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Whereas after considerable study, we, the Board of Whitman County Com- 
missioners, wish to go on record as opposing the proposed moratorium on said 
Snake River projects. 
The foregoing order is hereby made this 9th day of November 1959. 
FRED MCNEILLY, Commissioner. 
ERNEST HALL, Commissioner. 
Attest: 
PAULINE H. LUST, 
County Auditor, and Ex Officio Clerk of the Board, 
Whitman County, Wash. 


HowarD HvUGHES Co., 
Pullman, Wash., November 11, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: With 29 years experience in the grain business at 
Pullman, Wash., and in civie affairs of the community, I would like to express 
my views regarding Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 and 8S. 1420 which you will 
be considering at the Lewiston hearing. 

I see no reason for the 5-year moratorium proposed in paragraph 3 of Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35 except to enable those who would have Federal dam 
construction or none in the Northwest to push through their controversial Nez 
Perce Dam to be built with money extracted from unwilling taxpayers. In the 
meantime we would be without the power needed for the orderly development 
of a growing area. 

There is no assurance that the problem of passing fish over high dams will 
be solved during the moratorium. In the meantime private industry is willing 
to build High Mountain Sheep at no cost to the taxpayers, and furthermore 
would pay approximately 5 miliion dollars annually to Federal, State, and 
local governments in taxes. In addition, fish and wildlife interests have en- 
dorsed the High Mountain Sheep project which would be above the mouth of 
the Salmon River and would allow fish their natural run to spawning grounds. 
Furthermore, it fits the plan for comprehensive development of the rivers of 
the Northwest recommended by the Corps of Engineers. 

In view of the foregoing and the fact that the Federal Power Commission 
is the duly authorized agency to protect the interests of all the people, I see no 
need for such legislation as S. 1420. 

Very truly yours, 
Howarp A, HUGHES. 


Senator Bartierr. The next witness is Daniel Bammert. Will you 
please come forward. 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL BAMMERT, PRESIDENT, LOCAL NO. 338, 
UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA 


Mr. BamMerr. My name is Daniel Bammert. I am president of 
Local No. 338, United Steel Workers of America at Trentwood, Wash. 

Our union represents the people who work in the rolling mill of 
the Kaiser Aluminum & Chemical Corp., and I am also representing 
the Local Union No. 329 of the United Steel Workers of America 
who—and we represent their people who work in the Kaiser reduction 
plant. 

I am here to speak in favor of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 

Those of us who are engaged in the aluminum industry realize that 
in order to not only expand ‘the aluminum industry in the Northwest, 
but indeed to maintain its existence, and assure its supply, and insure 
it bountiful, a supply of cheap power is necessary. 

Soon after the introduction or the start of the Federal power pro- 
gram in the 1930's, the Northwest became one of the largest producers 
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of aluminum in the United States. Because of the cessation of that 
program, and the unreliability of uninterruptible power, uninterrup- 
tible cheap power, this advantage has been lost. 

_ The expansion that is taking place in a new and rapidly expanding 
industry, is going to other areas, chiefly the Ohio Valley. Now we 
in the Northwest suffer from the disadvantage of the freight differ- 
ential that has to be offset to the eastern markets, that has to be off- 
set by some other economic gain. | 

The cheap power is the answer to that and it was the reason, or at 
least one of the primary reasons, why the aluminum industry was 
attracted to the Northwest in the beginning. ; 

Now if we are to believe the hints of our employers this industry 
in the Northwest is in a very precarious position. We think that a 
planned attack on this problem such as is contained in Senate Con- 
current Resolution 35, is the answer. 

The fish problem has always been one of the factors in our minds 
anyway that has worked against the construction of the high dams. 
We have a great deal of faith in the strength of research, and we 
think under this bill the problem can be solved. 

I can only reiterate again and again that cheap power, the mere 
construction of a massive dam is of no particular use in the long-run 
expansion industrially of this area, if the power rates are not to be 
commensurate with the other costs that a competing—that an industry 
in competition with the Middle West and East is engaged in. 

We are not in favor of the construction of dams that will not utilize 
the full potential of the Middle Snake River, and of any of those dams 
in the Columbia River Basin that are designed for the full and 
comprehensive development of the area. We think that is essential 
to the industrial growth of the United States and of the Northwest 
primarily. : 

We have talked a lot about the increase in population in this area, 
and that is certainly going to be true and it is going to be necessary 
to provide continuing increase in sources of employment. At the same 
time, we don’t want to particularly gain this advantage at the sacri- 
fice of another industry, and we believe that, as I said before, that 
the efficiency or efficacy of research will produce that. 

Now the fact that the moratorium does not bar the construction of 
dams below the Nez Perce site is not—makes this program desirable 
from our point of view. 

Thank you. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you. 

Do you have any questions, Senator Church ? 

Senator Cuurcn. No questions. 

Senator Bartierr. How about you, Mr. Anderson ? 

Mr. Anperson. Do I take it from your statement then that you are 
opposed to the construction of high Mountain Sheep? 

Mr. BamMMeErtT. Yes, sir. : 

Mr. Anperson. In your statement you say that the aluminum 
industry in the Northwest is at a critical juncture competitively and 
we have had testimony earlier which shows that the Nez Perce Dam 
would generate about a little over 500.000 more kilowatts than high 
Mountain Sheep, and it would take—if this moratorium went into 
effect and the regular construction schedule followed—would take 
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about 14 years to put power on the line, whereas the other, Mountain 
Sheep Dam would put power on the line in 5 years. 

Do you think in the light of the critical state which you say the 
aluminum industry is in that you think it would be worthwhile to 
wait 7 more years for 600 additional kilowatts? 

Mr. Bammerr. Well, sir, the figures that you mentioned, about the 
14 years, were they an authoritative figure or conjecture ? 

Mr. Anverson. Well you would have 5 years during the morator- 
ium, you would have the year to get the project authorized through 
Congress and the construction per iod which engineers estimate would 
be 6 years. 

Mr. Bawerr. OK. I say “Yes,” because no matter how soon you 
got the power on the line, if it cost more than the industry could pay 
it wouldn’t be any good if they had it available tomorrow. 

Mr. Anverson. In other words you don’t believe that the power 
from Mountain Sheep or that a dam would have any value to the 
aluminum industry ? 

Mr. Bamoert. Not if it was anywhere near the industrial rate that 
the private industrial rate has been in existence heretofore. 

Mr. Anprerson. Thank you. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you, sir. 

Now we are going to have to do that which we feared from the out- 
set would be necessary and that is limit the time of witnesses, because 
we are hopelessly behind. 

Now each witness will be given, together with the questions that 
may be submitted to them- ‘and that will be up to us to hold those 
questions down—8 minutes. 

At this point in the record we will incorporate the statement of 
A. W. Boddy of the Alaska Sportsmen’s Council, Commercial Fish- 
ing Vessel Owners Association of Alaska; and the statement of Mr. 
Daniel Bandmann, president of Local Union No. 338, United Steel- 
workers of America. 

(Statements follow :) 


STATEMENT OF ALASKA SPORTSMEN’S CoUNCIL, COMMERCIAL FISHING VESSEL 
OWNERS ASSOCIATION OF ALASKA, 8S. 1420, S. 2586, AND SENATE CONCURRENT 
RESOLUTION 35 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is A. W. Boddy. I reside 
at 989 West 10th Street, Juneau, Alaska. I regret very much that I am unable 
to appear in person to present the views of the Alaska Sportsmen’s Council and 
the Commercial Fishing Vessel Owners Association of Alaska regarding S 
1420, S. 2586, and Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

The Alaska Sportsmen’s Council is a statewide conservation organization 
having a total membership of approximately 2,500 members. The Commercin! 
Fishing Vessel Owners Association of Alaska is a group comprised of trollers, 
gillnetters, seiners, halibut fishermen, and commercial sport fishermen. 

At this time the above-mentioned organizations wish to be placed on record 
as favoring immediate passage of S. 1420, and Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 

We believe that every effort must be made to prevent further loss of spawn- 
ing and rearing grounds of sea run fish. Alaska has every reason to be con- 
cerned over the present trend to further block passage of sea run fish to and 
from the Columbia River drainage. Research by State and Federal agencies has 
established beyond a question of doubt that a good portion of the king salmon 
taken in Alaskan waters have their origin in the Columbia River system. 

We believe that there are other areas which could and should be developed 
which would provide power and flood control benefits with a minimum of 
damage to fish and wildlife resources. 
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We thank you for the opportunity to present our views and request that they 
become a part of the record. 
Yours very truly, 
A. W. Boppy, 
E.recutive Director, Alaska Sportsmen's Council. 
CLANCY HENKINS, 
President, Commercial Fishing Vessel Owners Association of Alaska. 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL BANDMANN, SPOKANE, WASH. 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is Daniel Bandmann. 
I am president of Local Union No. 338, United Steelworkers of America. Our 
union represents the employees of the Kaiser Aluminum rolling mill at Trent- 
wood, Wash. I am also representing local 329, who represent the employees of 
the Kaiser Reduction Plant at Mead, Wash. I am here to — in favor of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, and to oppose S. 1420 and S. 2586 

Our union has always been vitally concerned with the broad ec onomic develop- 
ment of the Pacific Northwest, and we are thoroughly convinced of the neces- 
sity for the complete full and comprehensive development of the Columbia River 
Basin. 

A plentiful supply of cheap electricity is necessary to maintain, not only the 
expansion of the aluminum industry in the Northwest, but its very existence. 
The formation of the Federal public power program in the thirties, which made 
available abundant supplies of cheap industrial power attracted the aluminum 
industry to the Northwest, and during the ensuing decade this area became 
the leading producer of aluminum in the United States. This was because the 
advantage of cheap power as a cost factor overweighed the disadvantages of 
transportation and service to the customer. Because of the decline in the con- 
struction of new dams, this advantage has been lost even in this era of fast 
expanding economy. 

There has been almost no new expansion in the aluminum industry in the 
Northwest in recent years. If we can believe the pronouncements of our em- 
ployers the very existence of the aluminum industry in the Northwest is hang- 
ing in the balance. 

It is safe to say that unless a program of continued increase in accessibility 
of cheap new power on a plan scale is available the Northwest will lose the 
aluminum industry. We are therefore vitally concerned with the necessity vf 
the full, complete comprehensive development of the regions water resource. 

We are convinced that the problems arising from the solution of the fish 
problem hold the key to our future. A satisfactory solution to the fish problem 
has been one of the main obstacles barring the construction of high dams on 
the Columbia River and its tributaries, particularly the middle Snake. 

We think that the provisions of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 contain a 
reasonable method that will lead to a successful solution to the fish problem. 

As to 8. 1420 and 8. 2586, it appears that these bills are founded on the pes- 
simistic premise that no amount of research or experimentation will ever solve 
the fish problem. 

We do not think that is a reasonable basis for sabotaging a tremendous eco- 
nomic program, such as the complete development of the Columbia Basin. 

While the expansion of the aluminum industry is our chief objective we do 
not want to see that done at the expense of the salmon industry. 

Thank you for your courtesy and the privilege of appearing here before you. 


Senator Bartierr. Mr. Marr, you may proceed, sir. 

Mr. Marr. My name is James T. Marr and I am the executive sec- 
retary of the AFL-CIO. My address is 506 Labor Temple, Portland, 
Oreg. I am here today representing the National AFL-CIO, at 
their request, and representing directly the four States, Oregon, 
Washington, Idaho, and Montana. 

T want to say at the outset, Mr. Chairman, that the four States 
AFL-CIO membership is bet ween 600,000 and 650,000 dues-paying 
members of which the people who have already testified from labor 
are a part in one of these States. 
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I want to say that under the constitution of each of the States 
and under the constitution of the national AFL-CIO organization, 
that all these organizations are guaranteed local autonomy, , they have 
a right to make their own mistakes, they have a right to come here 
and “testify even though it is against the position of the national or- 
ganization. 

I am just going to hurry through, Mr. Chairman, and to hit the 
record but I want to read into the ‘record the testimony that was 
made to your committee on July 17 in Washington, D.C., and was 
made by George Taylor, the research director for the AFL-CIO. 
It conveys strong and unmistakable support of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35, and I quote: 

* * * a most constructive and badly needed way of achieving, fostering and 
preserving the important migratory fish runs in this area of the Columbia River 
Basin in conjunction with, and not as opposed to development of its water re- 
sources for the widest possible range of other public purposes. 

We are happy to be given this opportunity to reiterate the strong 
support of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 by organized labor in 
the four Columbia River Basin States and by AFL-CIO. 

I want to mention that the Oregon State Fish Commissioner, A]- 
bert Day, has pointed out the necessity of quick action by the Con- 
gress to pass Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 in order to prevent 
hit-or-miss consideration of fish passage problems by the Federal 
Power Commission licensees. 

On October 26 the Pacific Northwest Power Co. filed with the Fed- 
eral Power Commission application for license to build and operate 
a power development project located approximately at the proposed 
high Mountain Sheep site contained in the review report on the Co- 
lumbia and its tributaries by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

I want to say that the organizations that I have been asked to rep- 
resent here are opposed to the erection at this time of the high 
Mountain Sheep Dam or any other dam until a fish study can be made. 
The position of labor is that this is not a fight between fish and power. 
The fight is to determine whether we can have both fish and power. 

As I testified before the Army Engineers in a review of the 308 
report about a year ago when a question was asked, and I am assuming 
that you will ask today, if we have to make a choice between fish 
and power what will your choice be? I know that the Washington 
labor organizations and the Oregon labor or ganizations—I am not 
certain about the Montana—and the Idaho labor organizations, have 
all passed resolutions in the past to this extent that if they have to 
make a preference, after an exhaustive study has been made and a 
crash program has been started and effort. has been made to preserve 
the fish runs, then if we have to make a choice of—naturally we 
will have to make it in favor of power, because we will need it for the 
development of the Pacific Northwest. 

The information that we have is that the Army Engineers will be 
releasing a report very shortly and we are very fearful of what that 
report 1s going to contain. 

I think it will need constant watching by this committee to see 
whether or not the report of the Army Engineers is for the interest 
of the Pacific Northwest. 
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Acting Secretary of the Interior, Elmer Bennett, wrote Chairman 
Magnuson, the chairman of your full committee, on July 16, 1959, 
pointing out the resolution if passed would not have the force and 
effect of law and would not authorize the appropriation of funds 
necessary to carry out the duties imposed on this Department. 

We are suggesting a quick passage of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
35, that then the Departme nt of Interior and the Army will co- 
operate to the full extent with the Congress of the United States, re- 
gardless of whether technically this resolution is joint or concurrent. 

In regards to the other resolutions that are before the committee, 
if Senate Joint Resolution 35 is carried out to its fullest extent 
and if Congress appropriates the money, there is reason to believe 
that Senator Church’s bill would then not be nec essary. That is our 
position. That we would not need a moratorium on the Salmon River 
if a full study was made of the river resource and that the private 
power companies are denied the application that they have pending 
to build high Mountain Sheep Dam. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman for this opportunity. 

Senator Barrierr. There are two minutes left for questioning, in 
case you have anything Senator Church ¢ 

Senator Cuurcu. No, I think that Mr. Marr has made the position 
of the labor o organizations he represents clear here, and I think it is 
fair to say that labor appears to be divided on this issue based upon 
the testimony that we have had. 

Mr. Marr. I would say, “Yes, sir,’ Senator Church, and that if 
the labor unions in Oregon is any indication of a division, I just went 
through a heated campaign to retain my position and in which of 
course the electrical workers unions took a very—that is, those that 
work for the utility companies, took a very prominent part in that 
election trying to defeat me. Even with that result and their efforts, 
of the 6,000 electrical workers in Oregon I carried even that, own 
organization, by better than 80 percent. 

I would say that if all the U.S. Senators could get the same propor- 
tion of votes I did, and I was reelected by 76 and a fraction percent 
of the votes that were cast, and this was an issue in our campaign. 

Senator Bartietrr. Mr. Anderson? 

Mr. Anverson. Mr. Leonard of the game department said that to 
get the complete answer on fish he figures would take a period of about 
10 years. Anywhere from 10 to 15 years. This moratorium proposes 
a 5-year study. 

Would you say that you are still in favor of this moratorium in the 
light of the fact that competent, very competent technical authority 
said they needed a longer period ? 

Mr. Marr. I would say, sir, in answer to you that if 5 years was 
not—if it was demonstrated at the end of 5 years that more time was 
needed, that I would not be opposed to have it extended for another 
2 or 3 years. 

I said that when I was testifying for the Hell’s Canyon Association 
last year for the Army Engineers, I said then and I will repeat, that 
if this thing can’t be solved within 10 years it will never be solved. 


Mr. Anperson. You don’t believe then that the pressure for addi- 
tional power would be such at the end of 5 years that you would have 
to change your stand on its to make a continuing effort ? 








392 COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN FISHERY RESOURCES 


Mr. Marr. I believe not, sir. We don’t believe it expedient to go 
out and erect a dam across the river which will not develop the full 
potential. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you, Mr. Marr. All I want to say is 
that I think that the AFL-CIO is to be commended for granting 
this autonomy to the local unions so each may express its individual 


opinion on any subject. 
Mr. Marr. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
(The full statement follows :) 


TESTIMONY BY JAMES T, Marr, NOVEMBER 12, 1959, LEWISTON, IDAHO, ON SENATE 
CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 35, S. 1420, AND S. 2586, DeaLinc WITH WATER 
DEVELOPMENT AND MIGRATORY FISH 


Mr. Chairman, my name is James T. Marr, I am executive secretary of the 
Oregon Council, Al°-L-CIO, Portland, Oreg. I am here to present the position 
not only of the Oregon Council but the State AFL-CIO of Washington, Montana, 
and Idaho on the legislation being considered by this subcommittee during its 
regional hearings in the Pacific Northwest. We appreciate your coming to 
this region in order to hear from interested organizations and individuals 
concerning the problem of water development and the conservation of migratory 
fish. 

All three pieces of legislation being heard today are evidence of the interest 
of the Congress in achieving a solution in the public interest of what con- 
stitutes at the moment at least, a major problem with respect to achieving 
the fullest possible range of benefits from the development of the Columbia 
River system. 

We wish to include for the record of these hearings, the testimony which was 
presented to this subcommittee by and on behalf of Labor in the Pacific North- 
west of the American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organi- 
zations. This testimony was delivered on July 17, 1959, in Washington D.C. by 
George H. R. Taylor, economist, in the research department of the AFL-CIO. 
It conveys strong and unmistakable support of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
35 as “* * * a most constructive and badly needed way of achieving fostering 
and preserving the important migratory fish runs in this area of the Columbia 
River Basin in conjunction with, and not as opposed to development of its 
water resources for the widest possible range of other public purposes.” 

We are happy to be given this opportunity to reiterate the strong support of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 by organized labor in the four Columbia River 
Basin States and by AFL-CIO. 

The urgency of its passage and fullest cooperation with the sense of the 
Congress which it conveys to the executive branch of the Government has been 
made particularly acute by events since the Washington hearings in July on 
this piece of legislation. 

As a result of investigation, the effectiveness of the Idaho Power Co. fish 
passage facilities at Brownlee and Axbow project has been severely questioned 
by the Oregon State Fish Commissioner, Albert Day, who has publicly pointed 
out the necessity of quick action by the Congress to pass Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35 in order to prevent hit-or-miss consideration of fish passage 
problems by the Federal Power Commission licensees, while the basic programs 
to get the answer to this problem are being achieved by means of a moratorium 
on any kind of water development in the area covered by the proposed resolution. 

On October 26 the Pacific Northwest Power Co, filed with the Federal Power 
Commission application for license to build and operate a water and power 
development project located approximately at the proposed high Mountain Sheep 
site contained in the review report on the Columbia and its tributaries by the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

It is also our understanding that the Corps of Army Engineers 1958 review 
report and recommendations by the north Pacific division engineer, has been 
reviewed and acted upon by the Chief of the Corps of Army Engineers and the 
River and Harbor Board. We understand, moreover, that the review report for 
the Columbia Basin will be made public and transmitted to interested various 
State and Federal agencies and the Congress sometimes in the latter part of this 
month. We understand that this report will recommend development of the 
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sO high Mountain Sheep project as an alternative to the previously proposed Nez 
l] Perce Dam located below the mouth of the Salmon River. 
Because all of these recent developments can have a tendency to precipitate 
. hasty and ill-considered action in the middle Snake River area with respect to 
1s its development, we wish to stress to this subcommittee the importance of the 
ig most rapid possible approval of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. Our reasons 
ul for so urging are, we believe, taken in the long-range public interest. We believe 
that a frozen asset is better than a mutilated asset. Whatever temporary ad- 
vantage might be achieved from underdevelopment on the middle Snake River 
by less than full utilization of the resources potential would be outweighed by 
the loss to the region and the Nation of maximum storage, power production, 
and other beneficial uses. These can and will be achieved if we do not build 
ME dams in this region of the Snake River until an answer to the migratory fish 
Bk passage question has been found. 
We hasten to tell you that we are not favoring an indefinitely frozen asset. 
“ For this reason we endorse the provisions in Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 
~ calling for an accelerated fish study to be immediately undertaken by the Sec- 
; retary of the Interior, with a preliminary progress report submitted to the 
io Congress not later than June 30, 1961. Such action will hasten the day when 
- the Congress of the United States can authorize construction of the projects 
" which are best in the public interest and not be incessantly under pressure to 
: allow lesser projects to be built in the name of expediency. 
y We wish to call to the attention of the subcommittee that both the Depart- 
t ment of the Army and the Department of the Interior seemed to express some 
“4 reluctance to cooperate with Congress, even though it should unmistakably make 
known its intent as to what course of action to follow in the Middle Snake by 
: passage of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 
The Department of the Army in a letter to Chairman Magnuson of the full 
. Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, stated his belief ... “that 
. further partial development of the water resources of the middle Snake River 
¥ could be undertaken without materially affecting the fishery.” He further 
y wrote that should the Department of the Army decide to recommend partial 
development it should not “be unduly delayed by the restriction which would 
‘ be placed on the license power of the Federal Power Commission.” 
y Acting Secretary of the Interior Elmer F. Bennett wrote to Chairman Magnu- 
1 son on July 16 pointing out that the resolution, if passed, ‘“‘would not have the 
3 force and effect of law and would not authorize the appropriation of funds 
necessary to carry out the duties imposed on this Department. Most of the 
7 actions contemplated by this resolution are authorized by existing law.” 
; We trust, that with the quick passage of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, 
that both the Departments of Interior and Army will cooperate to the fullest 
‘ possible extent with the Congress of the United States regardless of whether 
1 technically this resolution is joint or concurrent. This would mean, that the 
; purpose of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 should be implemented immediately 
by the necessary request for appropriations to carry out its purposes so as to 
meet the time schedule the resolution provides. We wish to eall the attention 
| of this committee, which has direct jurisdiction over the Federal Power Com- 
| mission, that Mr. Willard W. Gatchel, General Counsel for the Federal Power 
Commission, testified that ... “I would doubt that the Commission would be 






justified as a matter of law in refusing to consider an application for license for a 
development in this area. We would certainly assume the Federal Power Com- 
mission, which is itself a creature of Congress, would not attempt to justify 
its failure to carry out the intent of the Congress whether it is expressed by 
a joint, concurrent, or any other type of resolution.” 

We are very glad to be able to join with the Oregon and Washington State 
Granges, the Northwest Public Power Association, city of Tacoma, Washington, 
the Washington Public Utilities Districts’ Association, and the American Public 
Power Association favoring Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. We also wish to 
eall attention to the conditional endorsement by the National Wildlife Federa- 
tion and the Wildlife Management Institute. It is the position of the National 
AFL-CIO and the State AFL-CIO of Oregon, Washington, Montana, and Idaho, 
that the question being resolved here is not fish versus power but fish and power. 
As working men and women we have a vital stake in the development of the 
tremendous power and storage potential in the Columbia River and its trib- 
utaries, including the Snake River. We also have a strong interest in both the 
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commercial and recreational aspects of our migratory fish. Both must be given 
the proper roll, for the resumption of an expanding economy in the Pacific 
Northwest depends in great measure upon a balanced and orderly comprehensive 
development program to utilize all, not just part, of the Columbia River’s resource 
potential. This kind of balance cannot be achieved and the ultimate losses to 
the region and the Nation will be great if the best development, which we believe 
must include the Nez Perce project, is not built in the middle Snake River, at 
a time research on migratory fish passage has provided the answer to down- 
stream migration. 

This is why we strongly oppose any development, Federal or otherwise, which 
only partially utilizes the great potential in the middle reach of Snake River 
on the grounds that the region cannot wait until research has found a way to 
pass fish over high dams. Such counsels of expediency are not worthy of 
consideration by this committee or by the Congress. 

With respect to the two other bills under consideration in these hearings by 
your subcommittee, we should like to recommend that action on them be deferred 
for the following reasons: 

1. S. 1420 would in effect place a veto power in the hands of the Secretary 
of the Interior over license applications to develop hydropower to be acted upon 
by the Federal Power Commission under the Federal Power Act which would be 
amended. We feel that this legislation should be given further study by the 
Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee to determine if the same 
goal could not be better achieved by amending the Federal Power Act, more 
clearly to define what constitutes comprehensive development and to establish 
the criteria of comprehensive development that must be met before a license can 
be issued by the Commission. The act should furthermore be considered for 
amendment with respect to a redefinition of what constitutes a “comprehensive 
plan” in a given river basin and criteria established to determine whether a non- 
Federal license application fits in with the goals of that plan. 

2. If the purposes of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 are carried out with 
the full cooperation of the ede ‘ral resources agencies with the Congress of the 
United States, we feel that S. 2586 would be unnecessary. This would be par- 
ticularly true if the accelerat: d fishery program proposed in the resolution were 
carried out to the extent of devising the facilities that would pass migratory fish 
over high dams without undue loss. 

We wish again to express our appreciation of being given the opportunity to 
state the position of organized labor on these important pieces of legislation to 


the region and Nation. 

Senator Barriterr. Now, Mr. Wynecoop. 

( Absent. ) 

Senator Bartierr. If he cares to submit a written statement it will 
be accepted. 

Richard Halfmoon. 

Senator Cuurcn. He is here, Mr. Chairman; I think if he is not in 
the room he was in the lobby just a few minutes ago. 

There he is. 

Senator Bartierr. Glad to have you here, Mr, Halfmoon. 

Senator Cuurcn. Mr. Chairman, before we hear from our witness, 
Mr. Halfmoon, the previously scheduled witness, Mr. Clair Wynecoop, 
who is president of the Midnite Mines, Inc., who was here, had to leave 
and he has left this statement for the committee, and he would like to 
have it ineluded in the record. 

The statement shows that he takes a position opposing Senate Con- 
current Resolution No. 35 containing the moratorium, and says that 
he agrees with Resolution 2586 which is the Salmon River Sane tuary 
bill, “because I feel the Government must do something very definite 
about preserving our fish and wildlife.’ 

At the same time he believes that the needs of the additional power 
in the area makes the moratorium unwise. 
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I would like to include in the record Mr. Wynecoop’s statement. 

Senator Bartietr. It will be included in the exact manner it would 
have appeared if he read it. 

(Statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF CLAIR WYNECOOP, PRESIDENT OF THE MIDNITE MINES, INC., 
WELLPINIT, WASH. 

I am Clair Wynecoop, President of the Midnite Mines, Inc., Wellpinit, Wash. 

I wish to present testimony opposing Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. I 
am a member of the Spokane Tribe of Indians. I have served several years as 
secretary of the tribal council, and have seen the salmon disappear from the 
waters of the Spokane Tribe, and those adjacent. 

I agree with Resolution 2586, because I feel the Government must do some- 
thing very definite about preserving our fish and wildlife. At the same time I 
believe the Government should not stand in the way of private enterprise. I 
believe that the power companies should go nahead building enough dams to keep 
pace with the need of power. I cannot agree with Government going into the 
power business. Therefore, I would like to oppose paragraph 5 of Resolution 
35, and endorse Senate bill 2586. 

Senator Barrurrr. Mr. Richard Halfmoon is our next witness. 

Mr. Hatrmoon. Mr. Chairman, Senator Church and Mr. Ander- 
son, this is a statement in support of the Senate Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 35. 

I am Richard Halfmoon, of Lapwai, Idaho. I am chairman of the 
Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee of the Nez Perce Indian Tribe 
of Idaho. I am authorized and directed to present this statement on 
behalf of the tribe in support of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, 
which is cosponsored by our junior U.S. Senator from Idaho. 

Your distinguished committee is meeting on historic ground. It 
was on this very spot, in the heart of Nez Perce Indian country, where 
the Snake and Clearwater rivers meet—in our Nez Perce language 
we call it Si-min-i-cum—an event took place 154 years ago, known to 
every schoolboy and schoolgirl in America. The Shoshone Indian 
woman, Sacajawea, pointed out to Lewis and Clark that by following 
the crooked Snake River, on down where it flows into the big river, 
they'd reach the Pacific Ocean, their goal. It was here, on these 
banks, that Nez Perces served a dog-meat dinner to the Lewis and 
Clark party. 

In a spirit of friendship, our Nez Perce ancestors welcomed the ex- 
plorers sent by the Great White Father, and in that same spirit of 
friendship we welcome you here, and hope you can stay long enough 
to visit the headquarters of the Nez Perce Tribe, at Lapwai. just 13 
miles to the east. 

We are here today to speak up for a tribal right, although we should 
more properly state the proposition, to remind the Government of the 
United States of their solemn treaty obligations to the Nez Perce 
Tribe. 

It was only 104 years ago, 100 miles from here, in the Walla Walla 
Valley, that Gov. Isaae I. Stevens, representing the Government of 
the United States, signed a treaty with the Nez Perce Indians. We 
ceded our Nez Perce country to the Government, and withd sow to a 
reservation, but our forefathers protected us in the enjoymont of a 
right which extended beyond the bounds of our reservation, a right 
which was as much a part of the Indian as the air he breathed and 
the ground he walked on. It was the right to fish and hunt unre- 
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strained on our reservation, and off the reservation, the perpetual 
“right of taking fish at all usual and accustomed places.” 

“Those usual and accustomed places” were words drafted by learned 
whitemen who came here with a document already prepared for the 
Indians to sign. 

Our Nez Perce chief, Looking Glass, who headed a powerful band 
of Nez Perces which headquartered at the mouth of Asotin Creek on 
the Snake River 5 miles from here where Asotin, Wash., is now lo- 
cated—Asotin, meaning “place of eels” in Nez Perce—was skeptical of 
their meaning, and if you will read the official minutes of the council 
in Walla Walla Valley of June 9 and 11, 1855, you will find that Gov- 
ernor Stevens quieted his fears in this plain language: 

“Governor Stevens speaking: I will ask Looking Glass whether he 
has been told of our council. Looking Glass knows that in this reser- 
ration settlers cannot go, that he can graze his cattle outside of the 
reservation on lands not claimed by settlers, that he can catch fish at 
any of the fishing stations, that he can kill game and go to buffalo 
when he pleases, that he can get roots and berries on any of the lands 
not occupied by settlers.” 

The Nez Perce Indians have been fishing for salmon, steelhead, and 
sturgeon in the Columbia and Snake Rivers and their tributaries since 
time immemorial. After our Nez Perce forefathers ceded our aborig- 
inal lands to the U.S. Government by treaty, we, their descendents, 
have continued to this day to fish these rivers and tributaries in the 
manner and in the seasons which were customary to our forefathers. 

We are not coming here to support Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 
in any sense that it may mean future dams on the Middle Snake River, 
which runs through Walowaland where our great Chief Joseph lived 
and from which land he was banished—and which today is the white 
man’s vacation land. While the white man cried “Dam the river” we, 
the Indians, ery out “The Columbia and Snake Rivers and their tribu- 
taries should never be dammed” and we protest every attempt to dis- 
turb these rivers as a blow to fish life. No matter how ingenious the 
white man has become, you can’t convince an Indian that you can 
dump tons of steel and concrete into our rivers every few miles and 
teach the fish to jump new heights. These dams will damage fish life. 
Enough of these hurdles and there will be no more fish. So, our pro- 
test continues, 

We are for Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 because it will do two 
things: First, it will give thousands of fish a reprieve of a few short 
years. Second, it will give the people time to reflect on the damage 
and destruction of dams to valuable fish life. They will realize the 
Indian warnings are not merely empty words. 

The scientists will find out we are right when the Nez Perces op- 
pose dams because of these resultant damages and destruction to fish 
life: 

(a) The middle Snake fishery produc tion has its heart and core in 
such headwaters as the Salmon, Clearwater, Grand Ronde, Imnaha— 
all tributaries of the Snake—all] ancient and accustomed fishing sta- 
tions of the Nez Perce Indians. Disruption or destruction of these 
spawning grounds will diminish the fish productivity of several im- 
portant species. 

(6) Biological changes, detrimental to fish life, will result from 
aoe in water conditions, particularly the temperatures. 
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(c) New lakewide shorelands will provide new cover and favor- 
able breeding haunts for such animals as the otter, protected by the 
States, but salmon’s deadly enemy. These predators will multiply 
and will become a real menace to the protection of our fish. 

In conclusion, may I express the appreciation of the Nez Perce 
Tribe in your committee coming to our Indian country and to hear 
our views on the legislation pending in Congress which affects us 
so vitally. 

The salmon and other food fish in the Columbia and Snake Rivers 
have value to the Nez Perce Indians for subsistence and also com- 
mercial fishing as it has developed of late years. To the Indian, who 
occupied this area unhampered and unrestrained before the white 
man’s conquest, it has an esthetic value on which you cannot put dol- 
lars and cents price. No one has yet disputed the Indian’s conten- 
tion that the salmon were put into the river by God long before the 
white man built his dams. They are a part of the river and one of the 
immemorial benefits from it, just as the white man’s dams create new 
benefits of power, irrigation and flood control. 

It is our claim that the Nez Perce Indians have vested rights in the 
fisheries resources, and protection of those rights are a continuing ob- 
ligation of the U.S. Government under its solemn treaty with 
the Nez Perce Tribe, which was ratified by the U.S. Senate a 
bare 100 years ago, in 1859. We think Senate Concurrent. Resolution 
35 will give the Government more time to deliberate on the valuable 
fisheries resources of this Nez Perce Indian country. 

Senator Bartierr. To you, Senator Church, goes the first oppor- 
tunity to query Mr. Halfmoon. 

Senator Cuurcn. I think that Mr. Halfmoon has made his posi- 
tion, the position of his tribe very clear in this matter, Mr. Chairman, 
and I have no question. 

I thank you for coming, Mr. Halfmoon. 

Senator Bartrierr. Mr. Anderson ? 

Mr. Anperson. No questions. 

Senator Barter. I will only say Mr. Halfmoon, Chairman Half- 
moon, that as a boy I read that the Indian people possessed the gift 
of eloquence, and that gift has not been lost. 

Mr. Hatrmoon. Thank you. 

Senator Bartierr. Tell me how many people there are in the tribe? 

Mr. Hatrmoon. 1,900. 

Senator Bartrierr. And how large is your reservation ? 

Mr. Hatrmoon. We have—that depends on which reservation you 
are speaking of. 

Senator Bartierr. Do you have more than one? 

Mr. Harrmoon. I mean the boundary lines we have the 1855 treaty 
rights. 

Senator Bartierr. How large is that ? 

Mr. Hatrmoon. That includes on down to the river. That is on 
this side of Walla Walla, Wash. 

The boundary—the 1855 treaty boundary is the one that we honor 
our treaty rights, which is nearing this side of Walla Walla, Wash. 

Senator Bartiterr. How many square miles or acres do you now 
have in that original reservation ? 

Mr. Hatrmoon. It’s a large amount—— 
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Senator Bartietr. Perhaps it isn’t fair to ask questions relating to 
figures when a witness isn’t prepared. Perhaps you would furnish 
that information and also the information as to the present size of the 
reservation in a letter to the committee, and Mr. Huse will give you his 
address so that you can send it on. 

NEZ PERCE TRIBE OF IDAHO, 
Nez PERCE TRIBAL EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE, 
Lapwai, Idaho, November 25, 1959. 


Re supplemental information requested by committee. 


Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 

Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR BARTLETT: At the hearing in Lewiston on November 12, 1959, 
you asked me to furnish you with data regarding the area embraced in the 
original Nez Perce cession to the U.S. Government in the Nez Perce Treaty of 
1855, ratified by the U.S. Senate, March 8, 1959, to be incorporated and made 
a part of the statement of the Nez Perce Indian Tribe of Idaho in support of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

The preamble to the articles of agreement and convention made and con- 
cluded at the treaty ground, Camp Stevens, in the Walla Walla Valley, in 1855 
(II Kappler Indian Affairs Laws and Treaties, p. 702), designated our ances- 
toral signators as “the undersigned chiefs, headmen, and delegates of the Nez 
Perce Tribe of Indians occupying lands lying partly in Oregon and partly in 
Washington Territories, between the Cascade and Bitter Root Mountains.” 

Under article I of that treaty we ceded approximately 15 million acres of 
land, and under article II, we reserved some 7% million acres, or an area of 
some 11,000 square miles (known as the original 1855 reservation) bounded as 
follows: 

“Commencing where the Moh-ha-na-she or southern tributary of the Palouse 
River flows from the spurs of the Bitter Root Mountains; thence down said 
tributary to the mouth of the Ti-nat-pan-up Creek ; thence southerly to the cross- 
ing of the Snake River 10 miles below the mouth of the Alpo-wa-wi River; 
thence to the source of the Alpo-wa-wi River in the Blue Mountains; thence 
along the crest of the Blue Mountains; thence to the crossing of the Grand 
Ronde River, midway between the Grand Ronde and the mouth of the Woll-low- 
how River; thence along the divide between the waters of the Woll-low-how and 
Powder Rivers; thence to the crossing of the Snake River 15 miles below the 
mouth of the Powder River; thence to the Salmon River above the crossing; 
thence by the spurs of the Bitter Root Mountains to the place of beginning.” 

If the above data does not satisfy your inquiry, please feel free to call on us 
for amplifying information. 

Respectfully yours, 
By RicHarp HALFMoon, Chairman, 


Mr. Hatrmoon. Thanks a lot, sir. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, sir. 

Mrs. Pfost, do you have any questions? 

Mrs. Prost. No questions, Senator. 

Senator Bartietr. Senator Church ? 

Senator Cuurcu. No questions. 

Senator Bartrierr. Mr. Anderson? 

Mr. Anperson. No questions. 

Senator Bartietr. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Minzel. 

Mr. Minzet. My name is Herbert Minzel. I live in Colville, 
Wash., and was a businessman there for 25 years. I held the office 
of mayor of that city fortwoterms. I am now, and have always been, 
a strong believer in the private-enterprise system. We must give 
that system credit for building this Nation of ours to the position of 
world power that it holds today. 
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I can think of many reasons why I am opposed to the proposed 
moratorium on the development of power resources on the Snake 
River, or for that matter, to a moratorium on progress no matter 
what part of the Northwest or of this Nation it might affect. How- 
ever, on the assumption that people better qualified than I will cover 
many of these objections, I will limit my statement to only four or 
five points that I consider particularly important. 

Point 1. A reasonable proposal for development of the Snake River 
has been made. It would cost the Government, and the taxpayers 
who support that Government, nothing. It is difficult for me to 
understand why our elected representatives do not welcome, and en- 
courage, such proposals. No one can deny that we are still engaged 
in what we call a “cold war.” It is entirely possible that at any 
moment we could find ourselves in a position where we had an imme- 
diate and pressing need for every kilowatt of power available to this 
Nation. To propose a moratorium on power development is to pro- 
pose a moratorium on the proper development of our defense against 
aggressors, 

Point 2. I am seriously concerned with the local need for new 
tax sources. I am sure that this committee is well aware of the 
troubles our schools have had in finding sufficient dollars to maintain 
a needed school construction program and to pay salaries big enough 
to attract good people to the teaching profession. It has been sug- 
gested that the Federal Government step in and provide those 
needed dollars. I would suggest that the Federal Government can 
help supply those dollars just by letting taxpaying, private enter- 
prise invest in our resource program whenever it is willing and able 
to do so. I do not think that it was ever intended that our Govern- 
ment would compete with its citizens in any business endeavor. 
When it does we are moving down the road that eventually would 
eliminate our free enterprise system. The happiest school districts 
in all of the Northwest are those school districts that are blessed with 
a big taxpaying power dam. I do not know how much in taxes 
would be realized from the dam now proposed on the Snake River, 
but I am certain it would be sufficient to educate many thousands of 
our children. 

Point 5. I am also concerned with the effect any moratorium 
would have on our employment picture. The proposed dam would 
surely create several thousand jobs. Jobs that we need to keep our 
area a growing, prosperous one. Aside from the actual construction 
jobs, we must consider the jobs that would be created in supplying 
the materials needed for the dam and for the people working to build 
it. Any delay would also increase the costs of building the dam by 
several millions of dollars a year. 

Point 4. The Pacific Northwest is one of the fastest growing areas 
in the United States. We naturally hope that as more and more 
people make their homes here, new industry will also come along to 
provide jobs for these people. We cannot hope for this new industry 
unless we have the necessary electric power to run its machines. Con- 
trary to the opinions you might hear expressed here today, most indus- 
tries are not so much concerned with the cost of electric power as they 
are with the necessity of an adequate supply of power. It is quite 
possible that our demand for power in this area could soon exceed the 
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present supply. Any delay in developing a feasible power project 
could be costly and disrupt our entire economy. 

Point 5. Our free enterprise system, or private enterprise system if 
you prefer, has proven itself. It has made it possible for all of us to 
have more of the good things in life than are enjoyed by any other 
people of any other nation. We would be foolish indeed to do any- 
thing, or propose anything that would in any way aid in the destruc- 
tion of that system. In spite of the ugly names we can call them, a 
group of free Americans have offered to spend their own dollars to 
develop the resuorces of one of our rivers. Their proposal has the 
support and approval of many thousands of people. Their plan has 
been submitted to the Federal Power Commission, an agency set up 
by the people to safeguard their interests and to make certain that 
development proposals are in the best interests of the people. I see 
no reason at all why we should not let them do exactly that. To do 
otherwise, to have these proposals decided on a political basis rather 
than an engineering basis, would be a tragic error. 

Up to this moment I have heard of no reason why the development 
of our resources should not still be a part of our private enterprise 
system. I do not anticipate that I will. Our Government is spending 
beyond its means and it is deeply in debt. Certainly then, our elected 
representatives in that Government should be among the very first to 
support taxpaying development of any kind whatsoever. I sincerely 
hope that you will find your way clear to agree with me. 

Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, sir. 

Mrs. Pfost, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Prost. No questions. 

Senator Bartierr. Senator Church? 

Senator Cuurcu. No questions. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Anderson ? 

Mr. Anprerson. No questions. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you very much for submitting your 
van 

Now Senator McMillan of the Washington State Legislature from 
Colville. 

Glad to have you here Senator. 

Mr. McMutan. Thank you Senator. I just have a short statement 
that I willread. It will take about 3 minutes. 

Senator Bartietr. We will be glad to hear from you. 

Mr. McMrutan. I am David McMillan of Colville, Wash., State 
senator, State of Washington, appearing before this committee, not 
as a politician, but as a citizen engaged in farming and livestock rais- 
ing; and, because of my interest in the long term welfare of the Pacific 
Northwest and the Nation as a whole. It is generally agreed that 
continuous new construction of hydroelectric generating facilities is 
necessary to the continued growth of this area. 

This growth is practically assured provided proper provision is 

made for it. 

According to the November 9 issue of the U.S. News & World Re- 
port, Washington and Oregon are two of the States where popula- 
tion growth will be greater than in the United States as a whole. 
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The charts prepared by both Government and private experts show 
Washington with 3,574,000 people in 1970, a 27 percent increase ; 
and Oregon with 2,419,000, a 34.6 percent growth. It is for this rapid- 
ly expanding population that we must prepare. 

I am not a zealot for either public or private power, but believe 
that no stumbling block should be placed in the path of either. When 
there is a job to be done, let’s get on with it. The first organization on 
the job, with a feasible plan, ‘should get first consideration. 

In Washington State two great dams are built, or are building, on 
the Columbia River. They are the property of the Grant County 
Public Utility District and are namely the Wanapum and Priest 
Rapids Dams. 

It is interesting to note that two-thirds of the power generated at 
(hese dams is contracted to private power firms for a period of time 
to run 50 years 

To my way of thinking, this is a friendly cooperative way to solve 
a problem. 

The needed dams are built, they are financed in a way to assure the 
success of the venture, and the whole economy of the State is made 
stronger as a result. I have a feeling, and hope that I am right, 
that in the long run public and private power interests will become 
more cooperative, more friendly, and both will make great contri- 
butions to the economy of the Nation as a whole. 

Now, as to the high Mountain Sheep Dam, which is a major con- 
sideration at this hearing, I hope that the Federal Power Commission 
sees fit to issue a permit to the Northwest Power Co. and that no im- 
pediment will be placed in the path of the Federal Power Commis- 
sion. 

It appears that the least damage to the salmon and other fish 
species will result from the construction as contrasted with alternate 
proposals. In power production, ability to finance, and every stand- 
ard of performance, it appears to meet all reasonable tests. 

When we consider the fact that 5 years is necessary to bring this 
dam to the power production stage, any unnecessary delay could re- 
sult in a series drag on our growth pote ntial. 

It is not my purpose to minimize the important of the salmon fish- 
eries to our general economy. Some dam: ige to this resource has re- 
sulted from the construction of all our m: jor dams on the Columbia. 
One of the facts in favor of high Mountain Sheep is the fact that its 
site is above the conflux of the Salmon River which is of major im- 
portance as a spaw ning stream. 

Experts are not agr reed as to the amount of damage likely to re- 
sult to fisheries if high Mountain Sheep dam were built: however, it 
is reasonable to conclude that such d: amage will be far outweighed by 
positive benefits to the country as a w hole. Then, there is a strong 
possibility that the ingenuity of our scientific men will devise means to 
overcome and neutralize any damage to fisheries resulting from dams 
now existing or to be built in the future. 

Please let me conclude my statement, Mr. Chairman, by reading a 
brief bit of editorial comment on one of the things which I, along 
with many others, believe to be of great promise for the Northwest 
to have both fish and dams. 

I quote from the editorial column of the Spokesman Review of 
November 7, 1959: 
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Fish FARMING Is SHOWING PROMISE 


The Washington State Fisheries Department is making no sweeping claims 
about its unusual experiments in rearing salmon. But its annual report calls 
public attention to the productivity of the fish farms it is operating on State- 
owned or State-leased lakes and lagoons, especially in the Puget Sound area, 

More than 11 million young salmon are being reared successfully this year 
in this manner, the State fisheries people say. Small water areas are being 
stocked from hatcheries and are producing regular crops of fish. 

In one operation on a 10-acre lagoon near salt water, about 800,000 fingerlings 
weighing 1,200 to the pound were planted early last year. They were released 
in June weighing 200 to the pound. The same lagoon was immediately restocked 
with other juveniles weighing 175 to the pound. And in October they were 
freed weighing 10 to the pound. 

Considerable public money has been invested in recent years in Washington 
and Oregon by the States and by the Federal Government in an effort to over- 
come salmon depletion and to offset the effect of river dams not yet equipped 
with proven fish-saving devices. 

The fish farming experiments are beginning to show promise as one of the 
means for saving salmon and saving the people of this region from some of 
the disputes between sports and commercial fishermen and the power-minded 
dam builders. 


Mr. Chairman, that is the conclusion of my statement. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you Senator for this presentation of 
your views which are are, of course, glad to receive. I will ask 
Senator Church is he has any questions ¢ 

Senator Cuurcu. No questions. 

Senator Barrierr. Congresswoman Pfost. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask Senator McMil- 
lan—I notice that he recommended that the Federal Power Commis- 
sion grant a license to the power company to build the Mountain 
Sheep Dam. 

Now, what would be your position if the Federal Government 
desired to build a dam. Would you also favor the dam being built 
by the Federal Government ? 

Mr. McMi1ian. Congresswoman Pfost, I see absolutely no objec- 
tion to the Federal Government buil ling a dam at high Mountain 
Sheep. It is my understs nding that the Pacific Northwest Power 
Co. has secured a—has filed on the site and has been recognized—that 
is, has been recognized as the first one at the site and I would suggest 
that since they are the first on the ground that preference be given 
them providing some other factor didn’t enter the situation, 

Mrs. Prost. Well, of course, I think I can even say that Senator 
Dworshak at one time or another has looked at the site and very 
favorably reported on the site. I am advised that he did not have a 
bill in but I remember his recommendation of it a few years back. 

Thank you very much, Senator McMillan. 

Senator Barrierr. Senator, if the Pacific Northwest Power Co. 
should fail to receive a permit to construct this dam, or any other dam, 
we would invite the attention of that company to Al: iska, and if the 
Federal Government should fail of permission in one way or another 
to build a required dam we would invite their attention to Alaska, 
and this is preliminary to saying that I was asked informally last 
night what the capacity of some of the big hydro potentials in Alaska 
are. JI was unable to give answer, but today I am advised that the 
Rampart project of which we have heard much lately, especially in 
comparison with big Soviet hydroelectric plants built or building. 
Rampart has an estimated ¢ apacity of 5 million kilowatts. This is 
the first fiscal year for which we have om able to get any small appro- 
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priation even for investigation of the project. The Corps of Engi- 
neers now have $48,000, I believe. It is calculated by the engineers 
that if appropriations flowed in a regular way from now on it would 
take 13 years to construct Rampart. ; oe: 

The cost at. which power can be produced is rather indefinite because 
investigations haven't been made, but it is estimated anywhere from 
2 to 4 mills. 

Another big Alaska project is Wood Canyon on the Copper River, 
which would furnish 800,000 kilowatts at 314 mills. That project 
would run squarely afoul of the salmon situation, too. Taiya, at the 
head of Lynn Canal in southeastern Alaska would produce 900,000 
kilowatts and the last estimate at which this could be produced was 
made in 1951 but it is probably too low. The figure then was 2.1 
mills. 

Thank you, Senator, very much. 

Mr. McMitian. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Barrierr. Next witness is Mr. Rettkowski of Wilbur, 
Wash. 

Mr. Rerrkowski. My name is Ernie Rettkowski, a farmer and 
small businessman residing at Wilbur, Wash. I appear to offer my 
opposition to Senate Resolution 35. 

According to my information, this bill would provide for a com- 
plete halt of all hydroelectric powerplant construction on the Middle 
Snake River for a period of 5 years. Also, according to my informa- 
tion, two proposals for developments in this portion of the river 
are currently being offered. One is the active proposal of the Pacific 
Northwest Power Co. for construction of a high dam at the Moun- 
tain Sheep site. The second is for construction at the site of Nez 
Perce, urged by a group who look to Federal funds and backing for 
the development. Application has been made by the Pacifie North- 
west Power Co. for its proposed development, while the Nez Perce 
Dam proposal has received no recommendations for construction nor 
is there an application pending before the Federal Power Commis- 
sion. 

We in the Pacific Northwest are accustomed to hearing both sides 
of dam development issues when a conflict exists between groups with 
different philosophies who would develop these hydroelectric sites. 
Seldom, if ever, has there been any disagreement that electric power 
dams are needed to meet our critically growing need for power. AlI- 
ways, these debates have centered around philosophical issues and 
economic advantage. Often they were heated. But always they have 
been resolved through the authority invested in the Federal Power 
Commission. 

I am inclined to be on the side of the privately owned, taxpaying 
electric companies for the development of our natural resources. As 
a citizen, I resist the encroachment into the fields of free enterprise. 
But as a good citizen I have accepted the decision of authority made 
as it was at Grand Coulee, at Hells Canyon, at. John Day and many 
other places as the considered opinion of authorities who have weighed 
all the factors involved. 

A moratorium will not solve any problems. It will only stop the 
orderly development by free enterprise advocates of a recommended 
power site on the Snake River while depriving the Northwest of 
badly needed power. 

Thank you. 
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Senator Barrierr. Thank you, sir. 

Mrs. Pfost, do you have any questions ? 

Mrs. Prost. No questions. 

Senator Bartierr. Senator Church ? 

Senator Cuurcu. No questions. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Anderson ? 

Mr. Anverson. No questions. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Herbert Howe had been listed as a witness. Mr. Howe is presi- 
dent of Farmers Union Local No. 499, of Lewiston, and he has de- 
cided instead to offer a written statement which will be accepted at 


this time for the record. 
Mr. Howe represents his organization as favoring Senate Concur- 


rent Resolution 85, and opposing S. 1420 and 8. 2586. 


STATEMENT OF HERBERT HOWE, PRESIDENT, FARMERS UNION 
LOCAL NO. 429, LEWISTON, IDAHO 


Mr. Howr. My name is Herbert Howe, I reside at 537 Thain Road, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, Farmers Union 
Local No. 429 has consistently favored the full comprehensive devel- 
opment of the water resources of the Pacific Northwest and the Na- 
tion as a whole. In line with this historic policy Local No, 429 must 
support Resolution 35 and appene S. 2586. 

It is generally conceded by those familiar with the middle Snake 
River that Nez Perce Dam affords the most comprehensive develop- 
ment of this stretch of the river and in the words of the Federal Power 
Commission no scheme of development which does not include Nez 
Perce provides full comprehensive development... At the present time 
the fish problem and the determination of the Pacifie Northwest 
Power Co. to preempt what remains of the emasculated Middle Snake 
threaten full comprehensive development of this reach of the river. 
Several promising methods of solving the fish problem such as the 
skimmer system and artificial breeding of salmon, are now under in- 
vestigation. It is quite apparent that the Northwest Power Co. fears 
the success of one or all of these methods in eliminating the fish prob- 
lem. Therefore, time is of the essence if the company is to be success- 
ful in its effort to emasculate the remaining portion of the Middle 
Snake River. They claim to have solved the fish problem by bypass- 
ing the fish run around their proposed high Mountain Sheep Dam 
but are doubtful that such a method would be successful in bypassing 
fish around a high Nez Perce Dam. In view of past performances 
of the huge electric power combines of the area we doubt the sincerity 
of their professed concern for the perpetuation of the fish runs in 
this area although they may be able to fool many who do have a 
sincere concern for the welfare of future fish crops. 

In view of the fact that there appears no likelihood of a power 
shortage within the area during the next 5 to 10 years we whole- 
heartedly support Resolution 35 for it would preclude any dam build- 
ing on the Middle Snake for 5 years during an accelerated effort to 
solve the problem of fish passage upstream and downstream over high 
dams. It seems this resolution provides the only sure method of pre- 
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serving this stretch of the Snake River for full comprehensive 
development. : 

At a time when conservation of waters is becoming a must for in- 
dustrial development as well as domestic water supplies it seems to 
us that it is nothing short of criminal to allow anything but maxt- 
mum development of our water storage potential. While at the pres- 
ent time power is the primary consideration the time is not far dis- 
tant when the preservation of water itse)f wil) become the primary 
consideration. The water table is becoming lower and lower in many 
paris of our country at the same time that the amount of water neces- 
sary for industrial expansion is growing by leaps and bounds. In 
view of this fact it behooves us to go slow in establishing any policy 
which does not guarantee the maximum use of our water resources. 

We oppose 8. 2586 because we believe it would forever preclude 
the fullest use of our God-given water resource and is based on the 
premise that the fish problem is impossible to solve. We do not hold 
to this pessimistic viewpoint. We believe that with proper effort and 
diligence the fish problem will soon be solved opening the way to the 
full use of our natural resources, both fish and water. Let us not sell 
our birthright for a mess of pottage. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Schultz. 

Mr. Scnuttz. My name is Pete Schultz and I reside on a farm 
near Edwa)), Wash. Farming is my livelihood and I am naturally 
interested in what is best for the growth and well-being of our area. 

Now most of this statement that I have here is repetition, and it 
won't take long, so I'll just summarize it. 

Senator Barrierr. If it is short, read it if you want to, Mr. Schultz. 

Senator CHurcn. Just summarize it in your own words, Mr. 
Schultz, that will be very helpful to us. 

Mr. Scuvtrz. I am against the moratorium and in favor of the 
private companies that want to build the high Mountain Dam. 

Senator Cuurcnu. For reason that have heretofore been expressed ? 

Mr. Scuurz. That is right. The tax problems and so on and so 
forth. 

This high Mountain Sheep Dam of course it has been said that the 
Army Engineers have sanctioned it and with the exception of the 
salmon problems why I see no reason why the Northwest Power Asso- 
ciation couldn’t build this. 

Senator Barriterr. Mr. Schultz, do you care to have your statement 
incorpoiated in the record ¢ 

Mr. Scuuutrz. Yes. 

Senator Barrierr. In addition to your verbal presentation ¢ 

Mr. Scuutrz. Yes. 

Senator Bartierr. That shall be done. 

(Full statement follows :) 

I am Pete Schultz and I reside on a farm near Edwall, Wash. Farming is my 
livelihood and I am naturally interested in what is best for the growth and 
well-being of our area. 

It has been proposed, and I sincerely hope that it never becomes r-ore than 
just a proposal, that we have a moratorium on development of power projects 
along the Middle Snake River. I cannot believe it is mere coincidence that 
this moratorium would affect a stretch of the Snake where a group of investor- 
owned electric companies have proposed to build a huge hydroelectric project. 
The delay is ohviows'y intended th nrevent construction of this Mountain Sheep 
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Dam while some way is found to convince the people of the area that we should 
have instead the slightly bigger, far more expensive, fish-destroying Nez Perce 
Dam. Nez Perce, naturally, would be built with tax dollars we don’t have. It 
would, through the preference clause regarding distribution of its power, further 
enhance the growth of the public ownership movement, and would contribute 
nothing in taxes to the counties and States around it. 

Why all this fuss about electric power? I keep hearing about our need for 
low cost, or cheap power. We already have low-cost power here in the North- 
west. In much of the United States electricity costs from two to three times 
as much as it does here in this area. And I might point out that we are served 
by a taxpaying private company. According to the Department of Commerce 
in its official Consumer Price Index, electricity took exactly nine-tenths ot 
1 percent of the consumer’s dollar in a recent month. I might add right here 
that in the average industry the cost of electric power is also less than 1 percent 
of the final cost of a product. 

This same Consumers Price Index reveals that cosmetics took exactly the 
same percent of the consumer’s dollar that electricity did. At the same time, 
alcohol and tobacco took 43 percent of the consumer’s dollar—about five times 
what they were spending for electricity. 

A private power company stands ready to supply the demand for this low-cost 
power through construction of the high Mountain Sheep Dam. Upon comple- 
tion it will provide $5 million annually to the local, State, and Federal tax 
coffers. The high Mountain Sheep project has been recommended by the Army 
Engineers as the best development for that part of the Snake River. Certainly 
it is the ideal project to insure the growth and prosperity of our area. 

Nothing we buy is so much of a bargain as is electricity. I think there is only 
one reason for all this agitation for public power—if politicians and bureaucrats 
can control and monopolize the electric power industry, they can control every- 
thing. This power fight, and I must include this proposed moratorium, is not 
economic nature—it is 100 percent political. 

Senator Bartietr. Mrs. Pfost? 

Mrs. Prost. No questions. 

Senator Bartietr. Senator Church ? 

Senator Cuurcu. No questions. 

Senator Bartietr. Mr. Anderson ? 

Mr. Anperson. No questions. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Cuurcu. I would say, Mr. Chairman, that in fairness to 
those people who are still here and waiting, who have come long dis- 
tances to testify today, that Mr. Schultz’s precedent } is a very good one. 
I think that it would be highly beneficial if the w itnesses could 
summarize in their own words the major points they want to make and 
then the entire text of any written statement will be incorporated in 
the record of these proceedings. In that way we can get the gist of 
the testimony and give everyone a fair opportunity to come forward 
and present his case. 

Senator Barrierr. The chairman of the committee will acquiesce 
in that statement by Senator Church. I am sure all of us feel very 
badly because there isn’t unlimited time so that everyone might talk as 
long as he chose to, but obviously that couldn’t be done in any case, 
so it will help if summary presentations can be made. 

H. J. Hull is our next witness. 

Mr. Hutyi. Mr. Chairman, members and guests of the committee, 
I think I can read my statement as rapidly as I can summarize it. 

Senator Bartterr. If it is short, go ahead. 

Mr. Hunt. My name is H. J. Hull. I reside at Wallace, Idaho, 

I am a lawyer and have been engaged in the gene ral practice of 
law in Northern Idaho for more than 47; years. 
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I am not an expert or an authority on hydroelectric development. 

I am not an expert or an authority on migratory fish. 

I appear here as a taxpayer, a citizen and a long-time resident of 
the area. The opinions I express are my own, though I know as a 
matter of fact they are concurred in by many citizens and taxpayers 
of northern Idaho. 

I do not represent any special interests or organized group. 

In considering legislation affecting water resources, due considera- 
tion must be given to the various uses which affect the public interest, 
such as hydroelectric power, propagation of fish, upstream storage 
and flood control, irrigation, and recreation. Necessarily the several 
uses must be balanced one against the other to achieve the maximum 
benefit to the economy and to the public. Such a balancing inevitably 
calls for compromise. 

With respect to the proposed legislation with which this committee 
is concerned, hydroelectric power and fish propagation appear to be 
the major contlic ting considerations. 

It is generally conceded that the Pacific Northwest will be con- 
fronted with a serious power shortage in 3 to 10 years unless new hy- 
droelectric projects are star ted immediately. 

It is also conceded that dams, high or low, to some extent impede 
both the upstream and downstream. passage of migratory fish. Sub- 
stantial progress has been made in devising facilities to assist the 
migratory fish over or around such barriers, nevertheless, it is con- 
ceded the problem has not been completely solved, particularly with 
respect to high dams. 

The present task of this committee, as I view it, is to recommend 
legislation that will, in a practical manner, come nearest to solving 
these two problems, and to oppose legislation that will unnec essarily 
delay their solution. 

Therefore it appears clear that: 

The Salmon River and the downstream reaches of the Snake 
River, below the confluence of the Snake and Salmon, should be kept 
free of further impeding barriers to fish migration, until the proper 
agencies have completed the study contemplated by Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35; and, 

The erection of the high Mountain Sheep Dam, above the con- 
fluence of the Salmon and Snake Rivers, should be licensed imme- 
diately for construction by private capital. 

Therefore I oppose that portion of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
35, particularly paragraph (1)C(3), which would prohibit the licens- 
ing of new hydroelectric dams or reservoirs i the middle reaches of 
the Snake and Imnaha Rivers prior to June 30, 1964. 

For the same reasons I favor the passage of Senate bill 2586, though 
I think it should be amended to apply also to the Snake River down- 
stream from the confluence of the Salmon and Snake Rivers. 

Such a program would not increase the existing barriers to fish 
migration to the Salmon River spawning grounds and at the same 
time it would realist ically anticipate, and prepare to meet, the im- 
pending power shortage in the Pacific Northwest. 

It should be borne in mind that it normally requires several years, 
sometimes many years, to process an application for construe tion of a 
dam through the Federal Power Commission and related agencies. 
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The planning and testing, preliminary to construction, requires ad- 
ditional years, and construction alone consumes from 3 to 5 years. 
Hence the moratorium on dam construction, presently proposed PY 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, actually means a delay, not of 5 
years, but rather of 10 to 15 years, before new power will actually be 
on the lines. If Senate bill 1420 were to become law, the lapse of 
time from application for license to completed dam would be much 
longer because of its additional restrictions placed in the path of an 
application for license. 

If the project is undertaken as a Government or public power project, 
many additional years will slide by, while the project worms its way 
through the maze of governmental redtape and the necessary appro- 
priations are wrung from a reluctant and ec onomy-minded Congress, 
over the opposition of many American taxpayers who oppose public 
power projects when private capital is available to do the job. 

The immediate construction of the high Mountain Sheep Dam, being 
upstream from the confluence of the Snake and Salmon Rivers will 
have no adverse effect upon migratory fish that spawn in the upper 
reaches of the Salmon. 

The dam will be equipped with the most efficient facilities devised to 
date for the passage of migratory fish. 

The high Mountain Sheep Dam has been approved as a feasible 
project by the Government agencies assigned to, or charged with, the 
duty of studying the project. 

Private capital stands ready to commence construction immediately 
upon the granting of the necessary license. 

The high Mountain Sheep Dam has many advantages over any other 
proposed dams capable of early construction. 

1. It will eliminate the inevitable delays inherent in governmental 
projects. 

2. It will relieve the already overburdened taxpayers of another 
heavy burden. 

It will add substantially to the taxrolls of Oregon and Idaho. 

4. It will provide a new and substantial source of revenue to the 
Federal Government. 

5. It will, to the extent of its capacity, avert the impending power 
shortage in the Pacific Northwest. 

It will leave the Salmon River unobstructed for fish migration. 
. It will cause a minimum of fish loss of those fish that migrate 
snetnnate beyond the mouth of the Salmon River. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you, Mr, Hull. 

Do you have any questions, Senator Church ? 

Senator Cuurcu. No, Mr. Chairman, except to say that I appreciate 
this stateraent by Mr. Hull. He has for many years been one of the 
very prominent citizens of north Idaho, and hasa very fine reputation. 

I appreciate very much the endorsement here of the Salmon River 
sanctuary bill, Mr. Hull, 2586, and [ think your suggestion for amend- 
ment is one that ought to be seriously considered. Today there have 
been two proposals respecting that bill that have been very helpful 
to me. 

One, your proposal which would extend the bill downstream from 
the mouth of the Salmon to the confluence of the Snake in the Colum- 
bia River, and the other proposal made by a previous witness which 
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would—which applied to extending the prohibition contained in the 
bill applicable to the Salmon River to all types of dams rather than 
just to high dams. 

I do think that we must take timely action to preserve that Salmon 
River system for the salmon runs. 

Mr. Huy. I agree with you. 

Senator Cuurcu. So I share your view and I am going to give 
serious consideration to the proposal that you have made as to the 
amendment of this bill. 

Mr. Hutz. Thank you. 

Senator Barrierr. Do you have any questions, Mrs. Pfost 

Mrs. Prost. No questions. 

Senator Barrterr. Mr. Anderson ? 

Mr. Anperson. No questions. 

Senator Barrierr. Did I hear you state that you have been prac- 
ticing law for more than 47 years ? 

Mr. Hutt. Forty-seven years; a little over 47 years. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Hull, I have been looking at you carefully 
and the question which I have to put to you now is intended to be 
entirely complimentary. Did you start practicing at the age of about 
3 years? 

Mr. Huy. Thank you,sir. I think not. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Slickpoo. 

Mr. Sticxpoo. I am Allen P. Slickpoo, secretary-treasurer, North- 
west Affiliated Tribes of Indians (19 tribes). Also, secretary, Idaho 
State Inter-Tribal Council (5 tribes). My address is Box 103, Stites, 
Idaho, 

I will edit my statement and send it in for the record. 

(The statement follows :) 


AFFILIATED TRIBES OF THE NORTHWEST INDIANS 


Re dams, fish, and wildlife. 
CHAIRMAN, 

Interstate Commerce Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


HONORABLE COMMITTEE: We would like to have entered in the record of this 
hearing this statement of the Affiliated Tribes of the Northwest Indians, repre- 
senting 19 Indian tribes situated within the States of Washington, Oregon, Idaho, 
Montana, and Nevada. 

The Northwest Indians feel that there is a great need of a complete detailed 
study the construction of hydroelectric power dams have on migratory fish and 
wildlife in the Northwest. Such a study should be made before any additional 
dams are constructed with the assurance of safeguarding and preserving passage 
and spawning of the anadromous type of fish as well as providing adequate winter 
range for our wildlife. 

The experience of history has made it known that considerable damage has 
been done to the migration of fish through construction of dams. The great 
Columbia River and its tributaries had great numbers of fish migration. This 
was soon affected by the construction of the Bonneville Dam. The Clearwater 
River and its tributaries, near Lewiston, Idaho, had great numbers of anadromous 
fish, including large steelheads, chinook salmon, etc., until the construction of the 
Washington Water Power Co. dam, at Lewiston, Idaho. This destroyed the 
salmon fish run completely. One of the major factors was because of the difficult 
and inadequate fish ladders. 

Today, the increase of fish in the lower waters of the Columbia have encoun- 
tered difficulty and abnormal spawning facilities provided by the State fish 
and game conservation programs. Many eggs and fingerlings have become prey 
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to other fish which tends to destroy them, as a result of overcrowded spawning 
beds. 

In the best interest of conservation and protection of our God-given gifts, 
including our game fish, which we look to as our source of livelihood, not be 
endangered and continuously destroyed by the construction of dams without 
due consideration of protecting and preserving the anadromous fish and wildlife. 
The last sanctuary of fish and wildlife tends to be destroyed by greed of man. 


ALLEN P. SLickpoo, Secretary. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Woolf. 

Mr. Wootr. My name is Wallace G. Woolf. I am a resident of 
Kellogg, Idaho, and have been employed for 41 years by the Bunker 
Hill Co. and/or its former associated company, the Sullivan Mining 
Co., in the lead-zine and silver producing Coeur d’Alene district of 
northern Idaho. For the past 5 years, I have been vice president of 
the Bunker Hill Co. and general manager of its operations in the 
Coeur d’Alene district. 

The Bunker Hill Co. is the second largest lead mining company 
in the United States. The Bunker Hill Co. has three operating mines 
in the Coeur d’Alene district. Its Bunker Hill mine at Kellogg is 
the largest single lead mine in the United States. 

The Bunker Hill Co. also has two reduction plants in the Coeur 
d’Alene district closely adjacent to Kellogg, Idaho—(1) a lead smelter 
which is third largest in output in the United States, producing 15 
percent of the U.S. primary refined lead, (2) an electrolytic zine plant 
which produces approximately 20 percent of the U.S. special high 
grade zinc. 

I make my appearance before this committee because of my real 
concern that the proposed legislation here under discussion may be 
expected to have a most adverse effect on the continued well- being of 
the mining and processing industry of our region. Electric power “has 
been available to the mines, mills, and reduc! ‘tion plants of the Coeur 
d’Alene area ever since the first high voltage powerline was built 
into the area in 1903 

Except for the regional power “brown-out” in 1952-53, our power 
requirements have always been adequately fulfilled. In the winter 

of 1952-53, we, along with other segments of the industry, were asked 
to curtail our power use by 10 percent. 

Because in the larger, deeper mines of our region 40 to 50 percent 
of our power is necessary to ms uintain vital pumping and ventilation 
without interruption, or we have no mines, the Bunker Hill Co. was 
compelled to continue its power requirements for its mines during the 
“brown-out” and to cut back the requisite amount on its use of power 
for the electrolytic production of zine, 

The reduced rate of operation resulted in zinc plant employees being 
laid off; it disrupted shipments to important customers among whom 
are the automobile producers, the automotive industry being the largest 
single user of special high grade zinc. 

M: ay I assure this committee that those of us in the mining business 
never want to go through another “brown-out.” 

It is commonly understood that larger hydroelectric projects require 
4 to 6 years to plan, construct, and place in operation. Further, i 
is our understanding that the power supply of the Pacific Northwest 
is presently estimated to be in adequate supply through 1964 or 1965. 

Our concern then is, “What of the following yea is?” Should the 
suggested legislation represented by Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 
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35 be enacted and the construction of new, large dams on the Snake 
River be deferred for 5 or more years—what large, additional power 
sources will be brought into service between 1965 and 1970? 

Those of us who require power in large blocks are understandably 
concerned, less a moratorium on dam construction and the resulting 
diminishing power supply, will also result in a moratorium on con- 
tinued industrial activity. 

The Bunker Hill Co. operates the only electrolytic zine plant in 
Idaho, Washington, and Oregon for the conversion to refined slab zine 
metal of zinc concentrates produced from ores, and for that operation 
we use substantial quantities of power. 

That plant not only processes zine concentrates produced from the 
ores of the Coeur d’Alene district and other Northwest areas, but by 
bringing in zine concentrates from other regions, including Canada 
and offshore sources, creates added employment for Idaho citizens. 
The same circumstances exist for lead concentrates by our lead 
smelter. 

While during 1958 and 1959 to date only four of the five electro- 
lyctic cell units in the zine plant have been in operation, we expect 
very shortly to place the fifth unit back into production. 

Further, a sixth unit had been in progress of construction but was 
not entirely completed because of the depressed condition of the lead- 
zine industry during the last 2 years due to lower metal prices, de- 
creased market dem: and, and increased foreign metal imports. 

It is my company’s plan as soon as normal conditions return to the 
domestic lead-zine mining industry, hopefully in the near future, to 
resume its program to complete the installation of this sixth unit. 
Similarly, an extensive program for improvement and betterment has 
been planned for the lead smelter. A good start had been made but 
this program also has had to be deferred until prices and demand for 
lead metal substantially improve. 

Also, mining exploration projects in the Coeur d’Alene district have 
been undertaken by the Bunker Hill Co., and large and well miner- 
alized areas under development give promise of important additions 
to our ore reserves in the near future. 

In addition, the Bunker Hill Co. is presently constructing, closely 
adjacent to its lead and zine reduction plants, a $2 million phosphori ic 
acid plant, scheduled to be completed as early as possible in 1960. 
All of the foregoing growth potentials will add to the more stable 
and increased employment and productivity of our region. 

We hope this committee or the Congress will not impose a mora- 
torium on power production which w ill impede industrial growth and 
employment in our region, our company’s among others. 

Thank you. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, sir. 

Congresswoman Pfost, do you have any questions ? 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I have no questions, but I 
do want to congratulate your organization, Mr. Woolf, upon arriving 
at a decision to place the phosphori ic acid plant i in Kelloge instead of 
placing it down here in the Columbia River area in ‘the State of 
Washington. 
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I had an opportunity to speak with John Bradley last year with re- 
gard to your program, as my husband and I drove into Kellogg one 
evening. Here was the headline on your Kellogg Evening News, stat- 
ing that you people had arrived at a decision to build a $10 million 
fertilizer plant as I remember, and Mr. Bradley and I had quite a 
discussion about it. I understood, at that time, there were three 
locations being considered, and this is one of those times that I think 
Idaho happened to win out. I am so glad to know th: at you are going 
to have the advantage of a new $2 million industry in north Idaho. 

Mr. Wootr. Thank you. Iam happy to say that we also were glad 
that the economics worked out in favor of the Kellogg location. 

Senator Barrierr. Senator Church ? 

Senator Cuurcu. Well it is always good to see you and I appre- 
ciate your statement. 

Will that new prespnarte acid plant help the smog situation up 
there in the valley ! 

Mr. Woo tr. It’s a basic consumer of sulfuric acid and I might 
say along that line, it might be interesting to you, that sulfuric acid 
is used very often by economists as a basic data on which to base the 
economy of a region. It is so basic and goes into so many lines 
of endeavor. 

Now, as you know, we are very anxious, we have more potentials 
for sulfuric acid production and we are anxious to produce as much 
sulfuric acid as we can to reduce that smog situation. 

Senator Cuurcn. It will be helpful in that direction? 

Mr. Woo rr. It will be helpful, but it depends on the industrial 
growth of our region contiguous because you can’t ship sulfuric acid 
very far. It’s a heavy material and the freight eats up its value. 

Senator Cuurcn. Yes. 

Mr. Woo.r. So we are very hopeful that in the near future the 
industrial activity of the region will bring in more use ‘dee sulfuric 
acid and we can make and use all of our potential and get rid of that 
smog situation. 

Senator Cuurcu. Thank you very much. 

Senator Barrierr. Do you have any questions, Mr. Anderson ? 

Mr. Anprerson. No questions. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Woolf, what is the short-term outlook for 
lead and zinc? 

Mr. Wootr. Well, the immediate short term is not—I might say 
that it is encouraging, but certainly the problem has not been “solved. 


We hope, however, that the long-term outlook will be much better 


and we hope that that will come into being comparatively shortly. 

Senator Bartierr. You haven’t lost faith then ? 

Mr. Wootr. No; you know a miner has got to be an optimist and 
we are optimistic. 

Senator Bartietrr. Who is the president of your company ? 

Mr. Wootr. John D. Bradley. 

Senator Barrierr. Was your company ever associated in any man- 
ner with the Alaska Juneau Gold Mining Co. / 

Mr. Woorr. Indeed it was. 

Senator Barrierr. But not now / 

Mr. Woo.r. Not now. Mr. Bradley’s father, Fred Bradley, was 


the man who brought the Alaska Treadwell and Alaska Juneau into 
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being and those companies were very closely associated with the 
Bunker Hill in the early days. He was the head of both of them. 

Senator Barrierr. But there is no connection now whatsoever ? 

Mr. Wootr. Noconnection now; no, sir. 

Senator Bartierr. I suppose you have noticed, Mr. Woolf, I surely 
have, that although the Alaska Juneau Co. has nothing whatsoever 
to do now with gold mining, if a report is published that the price 
of gold may go up, the price of wae Juneau stock is immediately 
elevated, although it has no connection with the industry at all at 
this time, as I understand it. 

Mr. Wootr. Well, of course, it still has its basic resource there in 
the Alaska Juneau mine, but it is very low grade and it would take, as 
I understand it, a substantial increase in the price of gold to bring 
it back into production. 

Senator Bartrierr. I think your understanding is correct. I think 
it would be just about as substantial as the chairman’s former mine 
on Independence Creek. 

Well, thank you, Mr. Woolf, and thank you also for contributing 
to what I notice is the decided and favorable trend for Idaho here. 

Mr. Wootr. Thank you. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Huffman. 


STATEMENT OF ROY HUFFMAN, VICE PRESIDENT FOR IDAHO OF 
THE INLAND EMPIRE WATERWAYS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Hurrman. My name is Roy Huffman. I am a resident of 
Lewiston, Idaho. My mailing address is 3100 Country Club Drive, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 

I am also vice president for Idaho of the Inland Empire Waterways 
Association and as such I am presenting this resolution on behalf 
of the association. 


(Resolution follows :) 
RESOLUTION No. 24 


Whereas the Inland Empire Waterways Association, since 1947, when a 
moratorium on dams was first recommended has opposed any such moratorium 
as not in the public interest ; and 

Whereas this association has, over the years, supported an aggressive fish 
engineering research program and in annual testimony has supported appro- 
priations for said program, as outlined in our Resolution No. 8 of this year; and 

Whereas as the result of adequate appropriations for fish engineering and 
research and a reasonably aggressive new start program the question of fish 
has been and is of great importance to the proper formulation of our program; 
and 

Whereas we believe that a moratorium would only serve to curtail construc- 
tion on dams of the lower Snake River as authorized and under construction 
such as Ice Harbor, Lower Monumental, Lower Granite, and Little Goose 
projects; and 

Whereas it is inconsistent to secure planning and construction funds for the 
lower Snake River dams and at the same time to support a moratorium on 
dams on the middle Snake River ; and 

Whereas the section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, 86th Congress, 
1st session, definitely imposes a moratorium on construction of dams on the 
middle Snake drainage; and 

Whereas consenting to a moratorium on the middle Snake River would tend 
to lead to a further moratorium on the dams now authorized or under construc- 
tion on the lower Snake River: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolwed, That the Inland Empire Waterways Association, in regular meeting 
held at Lewiston, Idaho, this 3d day of November 1959, does hereby oppose 
any such moratorium on the middle Snake River as not in the public interest 
of the development of the Columbia and Snake River watershed; be it further 
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Resolwed, That an officer of the Inland Empire Waterways Association shall 
present a copy of this resolution at the hearing in Lewiston, Idaho, the 12th of 
November 1959, and copies also be sent to each and every member of the Pacific 
Northwest congressional delegation, to the Governors of Oregon, Washington, 
Idaho, and Montana, the Secretary of the Army, the Secretary of the Interior, 
the Bureau of the Budget, and to the Federal Power Commission. 

Senator Barrietrr. The committee is glad, Mr. Huffman, that you 
are the official who was chosen to make the presentation. 

Mr. Hurrman. Mr. West had to be in Ephrata, Wash. 

Senator Barrierr. Do you have any questions, Senator Church ? 

Senator Cuurcu. No, Mr. Chairman. I would like to say that— 
Mr. Huffman, we are very pleased to have you here, and I would like to 
make one word of comment as to the organization that you represent. 

The Inland Empire Waterways Association—I think Mr. C hairman 
you are familiar with the very important and leading role this associ- 
ation has played over the years in the development ‘of the C olumbia 
River Basin. We have organizations in this State that are supposed 
to be for industrial development that are against this and others that 
are supposed to be for reclamation that are against it, but here is an 
organization that is actually for what it says it is for, and the role that 
the organization which you represent, Mr. Huffman, has been a leading 
role and has contributed much to the whole economic development of 
this northwestern region in the last 20 or 25 years. 

Mr. Hurrman. Thank you, Senator. 

We have always felt that we have been able to keep our eye on the 
ball. Of course our primary interest has been to get navigation to 
Lewiston. However, overall, these other dams contribute to making 
the dams on the lower Snake River more profitable because of the 
additional use of the water which they would store. So that even 
though they do not contribute to navigation, the dams above Lewiston 
on the Snake and on the Clearwater are of value to the navigational 
interest. 

Senator Bartrierr. Mrs. Pfost. do vou have any questions ? 

Mrs. Prosr. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Anderson / 

Mr. Anperson. No questions. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you, Mr. Huffman. 

Mr. Bauer, please. 


STATEMENT OF JACK BAUER, REPRESENTING THE IDAHO 
OUTDOOR ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Baver. I am Jack Bauer, representing the Idaho Outdoor As- 
sociation, Boise, Idaho, a statew ide « organization consisting of affiliated 
clubs throughout the State of Idaho. 

I came here on behalf of our president, our State president, and 
executive secretary who found it inconvenient to attend. I belong to 
the Boise chapter. 

Senator Cuurcu. You belong to what / 

Mr. Bauer. I belong to the local ch: apter in Boise and do not belong 
on the State board. But I am testifying for the State organization. 

First I wish to thank the members of this committee for the oppor- 
tunity of appearing to present the views of my organization on such 
an important issue as the preservation of our salmon and steelhead. 
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To those of us who have been following the progress of dams on our 
major rivers, in this generation, it appears that the position of our 
anadromous fish has reached the point where we must decide whether 
they are to survive or become extinct. I am here to add my bit in 
favor of their survival. 

Many resources in the past have been managed for a short time gain 
to the detriment of ensuing generations. In the last few years people 
are becoming more and more aware that our natural resources must 
be preserved. We need to accelerate this trend of thought. 

Of course a powerplant may produce for generations, but as com- 
pared to our salmon that have been returning from the sea for count- 
less thousands of years, they are a short term project indeed. 

The multiple use philosophy as applied to our public land areas 
has universal acceptance as being the wisest use of that resource. 
Why then should one use be gr anted to the exclusion of another on our 
rivers, which is in direct conflict with the multiple use idea 

That salmon habitat has been lost in the past is evidenced by the 
statistics furnished by the Idaho State Game Department, which 
show that 61 percent of the salmon habitat has been lost leaving only 
39 percent of the natural habitat still available to the salmon. They 
also show that 40 percent of the steelhead habitat, has been lost. 

In supporting Senate bill 2586, we are adhering to the multiple 
use principle in that the proposed legislation merely provides for 
structures which will not prevent the passage of migratory fish. If 
this proposal is enacted into law, we feel that the coming populations 
will hail the action as one of wisdom in because it brings some equality 
to the contest between river development proponents and _ fish 
conservationists. 

The proposal in Senate bill 1420 as amended to require approval by 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on the issuance of any license to 
construct a power dam seems to be a step in the right direction and 
yast due. Evidence of this fact is clearly illustrated by the Wash- 
ington Water Power dam only a short way from here on the South 
Fork of the Clearw: ater River, where for nearly half a century approxi- 
mately 865 square miles of salmon and steelhead habitat have been 
eliminated. This reduced the spawning areas by several hundred 
miles only to supply about. 1,000 kilowatts of electricity to the town 
of Grangeville. 

The same shortsightedness still is evident by the fact that the dam 
still survives while there is a known surplus of power from other 
sources. This only proves that an obstacle once in the way is seldom 
ifev er removed until done so by the forces of nature. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you for your statement, Mr. Bauer. 

I will ask Mrs. Pfost if she has any questions. 

Mrs. Prosr. No questions. 

Senator Barriterr. Mr. Anderson ? 

Mr. Anperson. Yes. 

Mr. Bauer, I believe you mentioned the dam on the South Fork of 
the Clearwater River. 

Mr. Bauer. That is right. 

Mr. Anverson. This is more of a statement than a question. Are 
you aware at the present time that negotiations are going on to have 
that removed ? 
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Mr. Bauer. No, sir. 

Mr. Anpgrson. Were you also aware that the State of Idaho has 
within its own laws requirements which would require laddering that 
dam if the run is justified ? 

Mr. Baver. No, sir. 

Mr. Anperson. Senator Dworshak has been negotiating with the 
people who own the dam and trying to make some arrangements so 
that we can open up that South Fork dr ainage for a spawning area, 
without necessity of having the dam laddered ¢ 

Mr. Baver. That is fine. That sounds very good. 

Senator Bartierr. Senator Church ? 

Senator Cuurcn. I just want to say, Jack, that I appreciate your 
statement and your coming here, and the endor sement that you have 
given to the Salmon River sanctuary bill that I have introduced. I 
think your support will be very helpful. 

I have no questions. 

Senator Bartierr. Leaving aside your testimony, Mr. Bauer, and 
that of a few others likeminded, the chairman only wants to say that 
he is glad that he was not directed to hold this hearing midway 
between here and Astoria with witnesses from each c: amp in the same 
hearing room. 

Thank you, sir. 

Now we are going to take a 10-minute recess. Before doing so, the 
chairman will announce the next three witnesses so they can be pre- 
pared. Bruce Bowler, George Hould, and Franklin Jones. 

We will stand in recess for 10 minutes. 

( Recess from 3 :40 to 3:50 p.m.) 

Senator Bartterr. The committee will be in order. 

The chairman has come to the conclusion that he ought not to declare 
recesses at all because when he does he receives instructions which he 
will concede are very badly needed, but he was warned during this 
last recess that unless he does speed up this hearing the last. witness 
and the committee members will be here long about 4 o'clock in the 
morning. So Iam going to make one further’ suggestion, and that is, 
that if any witness comes here to the witness stand with a statement 
of more than one page in length, that he offer that statement for the 
record and then he summarize briefly from the written record. After 
all, there are 15 other members on this committee who will have to pass 
upon whatever legislation is considered and they will have to do it 
from the written ‘printed hearings. Your point will be gotten over 
even if you don’t deliver every word verbally. 

Now, there is offered for the record a letter from Mr. R. FE. Thomas 
of Orofino, opposing the moratorium in Senate Concurrent Resolution 
35. 

Also 10 letters from residents of Idaho on the legislation before the 
committee. 

All of this will be printed in the record. 

(Letters follow :) 


STATEMENT OF Mr. E. M. WYGANT, CLARKSTON, IDAHO 


The principle of establishing a moratorium on dam building as outlined in 
the bill is commendable. The bill does not include enough streams to save the 
fish runs, however, and unless further dam building is confined to the least in- 
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jurious sites while studies of fish problems are stepped up, we will probably 
end up without any anadromous fish in the upper Columbia Basin. 

The Salmon River, Grand Ronde, Clearwater, and in fact the entire Snake 
River watershed above the ice Harbor site should be included in any such 
moratorium. 

A typical problem faced by fisheries agencies is the one at Bruces Eddy proj- 
ect, where engineering studies are being carried out rapidly while nothing 
whatever is being done to mitigate losses to wildlife or fish. This type of 
thoughtless planning will destroy resources in one area after another unless 
it is stopped. 

S. 1420: This bill as introduced June 3, 1959, would modify the absolute author- 
ity the Federal Power Commission now has to issue licenses for dams by providing 
that license applications for dams shall lie before Congress for 120 days, with 
reports of the Secretary of Interior on fish and wildlife aspects, before a license 
can be issued by the FPC. 

For many years the FPC has ignored almost completely all consideration of 
fish and wildlife values, and has issued one destructive license after another. 
This bill would curtail to some extent such actions on the part of the FPC and 
passage of the bill is mandatory if migratory fish are to be saved. 

S. 2586: This bill would merely limit the height of dams on the Salmon River. 

A series of low dams may be as destructive as one high dam, and therefore 
the bill would do nothing to save the fish runs in the Salmon River. In fact, 
this bill might be a legal basis for destruction of the runs it proposes to save. 


STATEMENT OF R. E. THOMAS, OROFINO, IDAHO 


I am Richard E. Thomas of Orofino, former Idaho State game warden and 
member of the department for 12 years. While I have the interests of the 
sportsmen at heart, after service as the head of this agency in Idaho, I feel 
that a moratorium on dam construction does not offer reasonable chance of 
solving the many problems involved. 

I favor multiple use of the river to include power, flood control, which is of 
vital importance to the Pacific Northwest. The construction of high Mountain 
Sheep Dam, with $15 million pledged for fish facilities, offers a major opportunity 
for fish research and hatchery construction. I do not think such a project should 
be wiped out by a blanket moratorium. 





WoRMELUL’S Home & FARM STORE, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 10, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Interstate Committee on Foreign Commerce, Lewiston, Idaho. 


Dear SENATOR BARTLETT: I am opposed to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 
because it will retard the development of our community and the surrounding 
area. 

This bill will do nothing except hold up the development of much-needed 
power resources. The holding up of such development in the interest of fish 
runs does not seem reasonable after so much time has already been spent on 
these matters. 

I favor progress on the Snake River and feel that the prosperity of our area 
depends upon early construction of the presently proposed projects (high Moun- 
tain Sheep). 

Very truly yours, 
DARRELL C. WORMELL. 


OROFINO, IDAHO, November 10, 1959. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention: Senator E. L. Bartlett). 


I am strongly opposed to Senate Resolution 35 because early development of 
the middle Snake River is in the public interest. 
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I believe that the construction of the high Mountain Sheep Dam will benefit 
the entire Northwest. 
Very truly yours, 
FRANK O. RANDALL 


HovusE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Boise. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention : Hon. E. L. Bartlett and Hon. Norris Cotton). 


I am strongly opposed to any moratorium in the development of water re- 
sources in the Northwest. Each project should be considered singly on its own 
merits. 

Dated this 10th day of November 1959, Lewiston, Idaho. 

IONE E. RAMBEAU, 
Representative, Clearwater County. 


L. CARDIFF, INC., 
Pierce, Idaho, November 10, 1959. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention: Senator E. L. Bartlett). 

Due to the anticipated growth in population and industry in the next 10 
years, in the Pacific Northwest, we are going to be in dire need of all the hydro- 
electric power that can be installed on the middle Snake River. 

These hydro projects take from 4 to 7 years to complete. If a 5 year mora- 
torium is granted on this stretch of the Snake River the economic growth of 
the whole Northwest will be greatly affected. 

For these reasons I strongly oppose Senate Resolution 35, and urge high 
Mountain Sheep Dam be authorized for construction immediately. 

Very truly yours, 
L. Carpirr, President. 


DURANT’S GENERAL MERCHANDISE, 
Pierce, Idaho, November 10, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce: 
I am opposed to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 because it would greatly 
affect the economic growth of the Northwest. 
I believe every project should be considered on its own merits. 
I believe that high Mountain Sheep Dam can be built with a very minor 
injury to the fishing industry. 
Sincerely yours, 
H. E. DURANT. 


RIVERSIDE MARKET, 
Orofino, Idaho, November 10, 1959. 


SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention: Senator E. L. Bartlett). 


Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 and Senate bill 1420 are merely methods 
to delay major hydroelectric development on the Middle Snake River. 

The Pacific Northwest Power Co., in their application for license to build 
high Mountain Sheep Dam, has estimated $15 million will be spent on facilities 
for the passage of fish. 

I feel the company and the fishing industry can work together and we can 
have full development of the water resources on the Middle Snake River without 
Federal legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 


LEN J. RASCHKA. 
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PIERCE, IDAHO, November 10, 1959. 


SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention: Senator E. L. Bartlett). 

I am opposed to Senate Resolution 35 because it would greatly affect the eco- 
nomic growth of the Northwest. 

I believe every project should be considered on its own merit. 

I believe that high Mountain Sheep Dam can be built with a minor, if any, 
injury to the fishing industry. 

Very truly yours, 
WALLACE McCLorKEY. 





Oup HARDWARE & FURNITURE Co., 
Orofino, Idaho, Nowember 10, 1959. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention: Senator E. L. Bartlett). 

I am strongly opposed to Senate Resolution 35 for the following reasons. 

1. The anticipated power load in the Northwest will exceed the total output 
of all existing hydrogenerating plants as well as those presently authorized or 
now under construction in the next 5 years. 

2. Even an anticipated power shortage in the next 5 years will greatly affect 
the economic growth of the area. 

3. If Senate Resolution 35 is adopted it could greatly influence the authori- 
zation of dams in other tributaries in the Columbia Basin. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. H. Ovup. 


CLEARWATER TRIBUNE, 
Orofino, Idaho, November 9, 1959. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention: Senator E. L. Bartlett, U.S. Senate) : 

I am anxious to record my opposition to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 and 
also to Senate bill 1420. 

The development soon of a high Mountain Sheep Dam seems likely to provide 
a splendid example of varied interests working together to solve the problem 
of truly multiple use of our river systems. 

It seems odd that many of the same forces that now ask for a moratorium are 
identified with those who have been willing for years to build the Nez Perce 
project. Many feel their concern for fishery protection lacks substance. 

It is my feeling that each river project should be developed on its own merits. 
It is poor legislation to arbitrarily hamstring the development of Idaho water 
resources in the hopes that a more favorable political climate will exist in the 
future, chiefly for the subsidy and benefit of downstream public power users. 

Northwest projects now authorized or under construction will not meet our 
power needs. The moratorium sets a bad precedent and would hamper our eco- 
nomic growth. Further, the addition of advisory or veto power by a sometimes 
capricious Secretary of the Interior will add nothing to the achievements of the 
Federal Power Commission. It could detract from its integrity. 


Rosert D. WERNER, Publisher. 


JOHNSON Morors, 
Orofino, Idaho, November 9, 1959. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention : Senator BE. L. Bartlett). 


I am a local northwest businessman interested in the orderly development of 
the Pacific Northwest. 

At best it takes 5 to 7 years to put power on the line from the start of con- 
struction of a power producing river dam project. Which means that power from 
any Snake River dams, which are in the area covered by Senate Resolution 35, 
would be delayed 5 years to start and from 10 to 12 years to finish. 

I further believe that each dam built or planned presents its own particular 
problems concerning fish passage and requires its own fish study for the best 
management at the particular site. The 5-year delay and study would not 
change the situation concerning any one site. For example due to the location of 
the proposed high Mountain Sheep Dam it does not present fish movement prob- 
lems as do other sites and has been very well and adequately worked out con- 
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cerning fish movement around the dam. This type site does not require, in my 
opinion, a further 5-year study and delay. 
Therefore, I wish to voice my opposition to Senate Resolution 35 and urge that 
it not be adopted. 
Sincerely, 
F. A. Portrors. 


Senator Cuurcn. Mr. Chairman, I have a resolution here of the 
Orofino Chamber of Commerce from Orofino, Idaho, opposing Senate 
Concurrent Resolution No. 35, the moratorium, and Senate bill 1420, 
which I submit for the record. 

Senator Bartiert. It will be accepted. 

(Resolution follows :) 


RESOLUTION OF OROFINO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


To: Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee of the U.S. Senate, Public 
Hearing, Lewiston, Idaho, November 12, 1959. 

Reference: Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, Senate bill 1420, and Senate bill 
9586. 

Whereas the Orofino Chamber of Commerce, Orofino, Idaho, is composed of a 
membership of approximately 150 members, representative of large and small 
corporations, single proprietorships, farmers, office workers, loggers and pro- 
fessional men in the Clearwater River Basin, and residents of the greater Colum- 
bia River Basin; and, 

Whereas the Orofino Chamber of Commerce has at all times attempted, by and 
through its water resources committee and reports from its membership, kept 
itself well informed on the progress and developments of the utilization of 
water resources in the greater Columbia Basin, and has consistently followed 
a policy of urging full development and utilization of the water resources of 
the Pacific Northwest at the most rapid pace feasible; and 

Whereas Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 of the 86th Congress, 1st session, 
as proposed, appears to create a moratorium for a period of 5 years in the middle 
Snake River above Lewiston and below the Hells Canyon damsite presently 
licensed to the Idaho Power Co., this being an arbitrary period of time, without 
in anywise considering the merits of a proposed high dam by a group of private 
companies at which is known as the high Mountain Sheep damsite; and 

Whereas Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 seems to be shortsighted legislation, 
and would create an unconscionable delay in the progress of development of the 
middle Snake River and the program to develop much needed water storage to 
firm up the power production of the run of the river dams already constructed 
on the lower Columbia River and those being constructed on the lower Snake 
River; and 

Whereas Senate bill 1420 appears to give to the Secretary of Interior a right 
of veto over the Federal Power Commission in the licensing of private power 
dams; and 

Whereas such veto power seems to be another step in hamstringing, stalling, 
and disrupting the orderly development of the hydroelectric potential of the 
Columbia River Basin; 

Wherefore it has been duly resolved by the Orofino Chamber of Commerce, 
Orofino, Idaho, at a legally constituted meeting, that said organization go on 
record as opposing Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 and Senate bill 1420; and 
it was further 

Resolved, That the opposition of the Orofino Chamber of Commerce, Orofino, 
Idaho, to said resolution and bill be presented, in writing, by an officer of the 
organization at the public hearing before the Senate Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce Committee at Lewiston, Idaho, on the 12th day of November 1959, 
with the request that such resolution be incorporated into the permanent records 
of said hearing. 

Dated this 9th day of November 1959. 

FRANCIS A. PORTFORS, 
President, Orofino Chamber of Commerce, Orofino, Idaho. 
Attest : 


ADRIAN NELSON, 
Secretary, Orofino Chamber of Commerce, Orojino, Idaho. 
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Senator Cuurcu. I also have a letter addressed to me from the 
Moscow Wildlife Association of Moscow, Idaho, which sets forth the 
arguments of the association with reference to both Senate Concurrent 
Resolution No. 35 and my bill Senate No, 2586, in which the associ- 
ation takes the position against the moratorium and in favor of 5. 
9586, if it is amended in accordance with two recommendations that 
they make contained in the body of the letter. 

I would like that, too, to be submitted for the record. 

Senator Barrierr. It will be accepted. 

(Letter follows :) 

Moscow WILDLIFE ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Moscow, Idaho, November 10, 1959. 
Hon. FRANK CHURCH, 
Senate Chambers, Statehouse, Boise, Idaho. 

DeaR SENATOR CHURCH: As individuals sincerely interested in the future 
growth of the State of Idaho and also in fair and wise conservation of its natural 
beauties and resources, we, the undersigned, wish to express our opinions to 
parties concerned at the hearings on the bills before the subcommittee of the 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce to be held in Lewiston, 
Idaho, on November 12. 

We feel Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 would only delay necessary develop- 
ment to the State of Idaho and would solve none of the problems of the various 
groups concerned, therefore we are against this resolution. 

If the program of fishery research in this bill could be endorsed into S. 2586 
it would be a wise move. 

S. 2586 seems the best choice if it could be amended to restrict high dams on 
the Snake below the Salmon and prohibit structures of any height on the 
Salmon itself. 

In short, we are of the opinion that since dams of one type or another are 
going to be constructed and will be necessary in the near future, the high Moun- 
tain Sheep site presents the lease danger to our fish runs. It will produce the 
required power and provide time until certain solution of fish passage problems 
has been achieved. 

We are against 35. 

We are in favor of 2586 if it is amended. 

Respectfully, 
EDWARD J. GLEASON, President. 
WILLIAM JONES, Secretary. 


Senator Cuurcu. I have, thirdly, a letter from George M. Klein, 
the mayor of the city of Grangeville, Idaho, stating in very strong 
terms his opposition to the proposed 5-year moratorium. . 

(Letter follows:) 

CiTy OF GRANGEVILLE, 
Grangeville, Idaho, November 9, 1959. 
To: Senate Committee on Interstate Foreign Commerce: Hon. E. L. Bartlett and 
Hon. Norris Cotton. 
Subject : Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 


Our attention has been directed to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 which pro- 
vides for a moratorium on the development of the Snake River. 

After careful study, it appears to us that the resolution has not considered 
the immediate needs of this area nor does it concern itself with the long-term 
best interests of the people of this area. 

We are, therefore, strongly opposed to any moratorium for the development 
of the Snake River. Moreover, we feel that a delay in the development of this 
area and its resources can only result in later indecision and is sidestepping the 
real issues which call for prompt attention to the needs of this area and indirectly 
the needs of the entire United States. 

It is our opinion that the people of America will recognize any moratorium as 
a step backwards—even the Russians have 5-year plans to get things done—let’s 
not have 5-year moratoriums as an excuse to do nothing. ' 

Sincerely yours, 


EORGE M. Kie1n, Mayor. 
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Senator Cuurcnu. I also have a resolution here from the Water 
Resources Committee of the Grangeville Chamber of Commerce, 
Grangeville, Idaho, in which the committee states its opposition to the 
proposed moratorium contained in Senate Concurrent Resolution 
No. 35. 

I now submit it for the record. 

Senator Bartierr. It will be accepted. 

(Resolution follows :) 


RESOLUTION OF THE WATER RESOURCES COMMITTER, GRANGEVILLE CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE, GRANGEVILLE, IDAHO 


To: Hon. E. L. Bartlett, Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
Subject : Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

Whereas the Water Resources Committee of the Grangeville Chamber of Com- 
merce, Grangeville, Idaho, was duly authorized at the regular meeting of the 
Grangeville Chamber of Commerce on October 27, 1959, to draft a resolution 
opposing Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 ; and 

Whereas the Water Resources Committee of said chamber of commerce, after 
due consideration, verily believes that any moratorium on the development of the 
Snake River within the State of Idaho would be detrimental to the public needs: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Water Resources Committee of the Grangeville Chamber of 
Commerce, as follows, to-wit: 

That the Grangeville Chamber of Commerce of Grangeville, Idaho, be and 
the same is hereby opposed to Senate Concurrent Resolution 385 for reason that 
the same is contrary to the current and future power needs of the Northwestern 
portion of the United States and particularly the State of Idaho. 

Dated this 10th day of November 1959. 

GRANGEVILLE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
By WILLIAM H. Foster, 
Chairman of Water Resources Committee. 


Senator Barritetr. Now the chairman will offer a statement from 
the mayor and city council of Orofino, opposing the moratorium pro- 
visions of Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35, and the veto pro- 
visions as they are termed of S. 1420. 

No statement is made in reference to S. 2586. 

This will be placed in the record. 

(Statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE CITY OF OROFINO, IDAHO 


To: Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee of the U.S. Senate, public 
hearing, Lewiston, Idaho, November 12, 1959. 

Reference: Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, Senate bill 1420, and Senate bill 
2586. 

The following is a copy of a resolution passed by the mayor and council of 
the city of Orofino, Idaho, in regular meeting assembled, on Monday, the 9th 
day of November 1959: 

“RESOLUTION 


“Resolution by the mayor and council of the city of Orofino, Idaho, opposing 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 and Senate bill 1420 

“Whereas the city of Orofino is a duly incorporated second-class city of the 
State of Idaho, having a population in excess of 2,500 inhabitants, and, with 
its suburban areas and surrounding communities, serves more than 5,000 
persons ; and 

“Whereas the mayor and council of said city of Orofino constitute the govern- 
ing body of said city ; and 

“Whereas the mayor and council of the said city have been fully informed of 
the contents of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 and Senate bill 2420; and 
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“Whereas the mayor and council of the said city have regularly favored full 
and complete development of the water resources of the Pacific Northwest, 
and have recognized the immediate necessity of such development as being in 
the best interests of the citizens of said city ; and 

“Whereas it appears that the moratorium provisions of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35 and the veto provisions of Senate bill 1420 would unnecessarily 
delay and deter the development of the water resources of the area, and would 
therefore be detrimental to the interests of the community: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved by the mayor and council of the city of Orofino, Idaho, That the 
said inayor and council go on record aS opposing Senate Concurrent Resolution 
35 and Senate bill 1420; be it further 

“Resolved, That this resolution be spread upon the minutes of this meeting, 
and that copies thereof be forwarded to the presiding officer conducting the public 
hearing at Lewiston, Idaho, on November 12, 1959.” 

Dated this 9th day of November 1959. 

A. B. Curtis, 
Mayor, City of Orofino, Idaho. 

Attest: 

Mary E. Avery, City Clerk. 

Senator Barrierr. Next there is a letter from Mayor A. B. Curtis, 
of Orofino, opposing Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 and 8. 1420. 

A letter from Darrell C. Wormell, Lewiston, opposing Senate Con- 
current Resolution 35. (See p. 417.) 

Now a statement from Emmett Johnson, president of the Port of 

arkst ypos oo Sens Yoncurrent Kesolution 35. 
Clarkston, in opposition to Senate C 

These will be accepted for the record. 

( Letters and statement follows:) 


OFFICE OF Mayor, Ciry oF OROFINO, 
Orofino, Idaho, November 9, 1959. 
Re public hearing at Lewis-Clark Hotel in Lewiston, Idaho, November 12, 
1959, on Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 and Senate bill 1420. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention: Hon. E. L. Bartlett and Hon. Norris Cotton). 

This proposal is aimed at no development and delaying legislation for Idaho if 
it should become law. 

In my opinion no one in this State, thinking of our development, could pos- 
sibly support such legislation designed for the benefit of out-of-State selfish 
interests. 

Incorrect emphasis has been given to fish and wildlife. This single use pat- 
tern cannot help a land so rich as ours in where we must deal in complete and 
full development of all resources. Fish and wildlife interests must be de 
veloped—not sealed up. 

Fish and wildlife development can be had along with our water resource 
development, and we must work toward this goal. The resources of Idaho 
must be developed for the people of Idaho so that we can create a State adequate 
to support our ever growing population and increasing economic demands. 

I trust that you will record my expression as not being in favor of the above 
mentioned pieces of legislation. 

Sincerely yours, 
A. B. Curtis, Mayor. 


STATEMENT OF MR. EMMETT JOHNSON, PRESIDENT, Port oF CLARKSTON, ASOTIN 
CouNty Pokr DISTRICT, CLARKSTON, WASH. 


Emmett Johnson is my name. I live in Clarkston, Wash., and am president 
of the Port of Clarkston (Asotin County Port District). The port commissioners 
have delegated me to make this statement in their united behalf. 

There is a growing awareness all over this country of the importance of the 
Wise utilization of our all too limited fresh water resources to insure their 
benefits for our expanding population. The U.S. Senate itself has recognized 
this. 
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The special committee, headed by Senator Kerr, of Oklahoma, we are informed, 
is now functioning to study the problem. In announcing the creation of this 
special committee, authoritative sources were attributed as estimating “that 
by 1980 the population of this country will increase to 250 million and the use 
of water will jump 50 percent.” 

Congress has approved and has commenced a long-range program for maxi- 
mum development of the Columbia and Snake River systems toward this end. 


PORT OF CLARKSTON 


In reliance on the progressive unfoldment of this program, industries are 
coming into the region. One large cement company, for example, has recently 
announced the construction of a $14 million cement plant in this valley—at the 
confluence of the Snake and Clearwater Rivers, looking to the imminent coming 
of water-borne transportation for both raw limestone in this region and the 
finished product. This company has even established a target date of 1961 
for completion of the project, contingent upon their plans going forward on 
schedule. 

Any moratorium in the development of the middle Snake might seriously 
jeopardize the dams authorized and under construction on the lower Snake, such 
as Ice Harbor, lower Monumental, lower Granite, and Little Goose. 

We feel that the Federal Fish and Wildlife Service, with its battery of fishery 
biologists and scientists, abetted by wildlife associations and their experts who 
are constantly seeking better ways to pass anadromous fish up and down stream, 
together with private agencies interested in protecting the fisheries, can keep 
abreast of the progressive river development, which is slow at best, without a 
complete stoppage of the program. We think it would be inimical to the public 
interest in the development of the Columbia and Snake River watershed. We 
strenuously oppose Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

Senator Barrietr. Do you have further statements or resolutions, 
Senator hurch ? 

Senator Cuurcu. Mr. Chairman, I have here a resolution of the 
Board of County Commissioners for Idaho County, seated at Grange- 
ville, Idaho, expressing the opposition of the county commissioners to 
the proposed moratrium and endorsing the e: arly development and 
construction of the high Mountain Sheep Dam. 

I would like to submit it for the record. 

I also have a statement in letter form from the Grangeville Wildlife 
Association of Grangeville, Idaho, endorsing the early development 
of construction of the high Mountain Sheep ‘Dam and expressing op- 
position to the proposed moratorium contained in Senate Concurrent 
Resolution No. 35. 

( Letters follow :) 

IDAHO COUNTY, STATE OF IDAHO BOARD OF CouNTY COMMISSIONERS, 
Grangeville, Idaho, November 9, 1959. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention : Hon. E. L. Bartlett and Hon. Norris Cotton). 

Dear Strs: We are interested in the early and orderly development of the 
middle Snake River area, which will benefit the entire Northwest as well as the 
adjacent areas of Idaho and Oregon and particularly Idaho County. 

Karly development and construction of the high Mountain Sheep Dam will 
achieve these benefits. 

Therefore we are opposed to any moratorium to development of this area, 
Specifically as proposed in Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

Boarp or County CoM MISSIONERS, IDAHO CouNTY, 
HENRY SCHMIDT, Chairman. 


AL FREI. 
Roy WIspom. 
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GRANGEVILLE WILDLIFE ASSOCIATION, 
Grangeville, Idaho, November 11, 1959. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention: Hon. E. L. Bartlett and Hon. Norris Cotton). 

GENTLEMEN: The Grangeville wildlife at their last regular meeting November 
9, 1959, held a considerable discussion with regard to dams on the upper Snake 
River and therefore resolved, 

That the early development and construction of the high Mountain Sheep 
Dam would be a direct advantage to the areas of Oregon, Washington, and 
Idaho adjacent to this section of the Snake River. 

It was further resolved that this club would go on record as opposing any 
moratorium on the development of the Snake River and particularly opposed to 
Senate Resolution 35. 

Your earnest consideration of this information will be greatly appreciated. 

Yours very truly, 
GRANGEVILLE WILDLIFE ASSOCIATION. 
By HELEN C. GORDON. 


Senator Bartrierr. Do you have any more, Senator Church / 

Senator Cuurcu. Yes, but I need to go through them. 

Senator Barrierr. I will offer a letter from the executive board 
of the Western Montana Fish and Game Association, with 2,800 mem- 
bers, signed by John Ailport, president, and John M. Stewart, chair- 
man, basin projects committee, presented by J. W. Severy of Missoula, 
Mont. 

The association reaffirms its stand favoring construction of high 
Mountain Sheep Dam, expressing opposition to the construction of 
any more dams below the mouth of the Salmon River, and expressing 
the view that Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35 has no great merit 
at this time, and strongly endorsing S. 2586. 

This letter will be accepted for the record. 

There is also a letter from Dr. John M. Stewart, chairman of the 
department of chemistry, Montana State University at Missoula, in 
exactly the same text as the one I just read or so closely allied to it 
that it represents the same view of the Western Montana Fish and 
Game Association. 

It will be accepted for the record. 

(Letters follow :) 


WESTERN MONTANA FISH AND GAME ASSOCIATION, 
Wissoula, Mont. 
Re Lewiston, Idaho, hearings, Snake River water development. 


DeaR Sirs: The Executive Board of the Western Montana Fish and Game 
Association on behalf of the approximately 2,800 members of the association 
continues its strong opposition to the construction of Nez Perce Dam on the 
Snake River, and reaffirms its stand favoring the construction of high Mountain 
Sheep Dam above the confluence of the Salmon and Snake Rivers. 

The association is unalterably opposed to construction of any further dams 
below the mouth of the Salmon River which will further inhibit the salmon and 
steelhead runs on this stream. Power needs for the region will be effectively 
supplied by construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam without the tremendous 
loss of fisheries values attendant on building the alternative Nez Perce Dam. 

Secondly, we no not feel that Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 calling for a 
5-year study of fisheries problems in the Snake River basin before any dams 
are built has any great merit at this stage. We feel that the basic problems are 
understood now. 
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The middle Snake River fish runs have already been effectively blocked by 
Oxbow and Brownlee Dams. We feel that passage of this resolution would 
simply encourage proponents of the Nez Perce Dam to work for construction 
at this highly undesirable location. We sincerely hope that the Salmon River 
can be preserved, in its present state at least, as a fish sanctuary for the Columbia 
River Basin. 

Finally, and in relation to the last point above, the Western Montana Fish 
and Game Association strongly endorses Senate bill 2586, which opposes con- 
struction of any high dams on the Salmon River. We would in fact wish to 
modify this bill and propose that no dams be constructed on this river. 

Each of the above stands we feel to be in the best public interest without 
interference with the development of any necessary power for the region. 
Sincerely yours, 

JOHN AILPORT, 
President. 
JOHN M. STEWART, 
Chairman, Basin Projects Committee. 


—_—— 


MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY, 
Missoula, November 6, 1959. 
Re Lewiston, Idaho, hearings, Snake River water development. 

DeaAR Str: The executive board of the Western Montana Fish and Game Asso- 
ciation, on behalf of the approximately 2,800 members of the association, con- 
tinues its strong opposition to the construction of Nez Perce Dam on the Snake 
River and reaffirms its stand favoring the construction of high Mountain Sheep 
Dam above the confluence of the Salmon and Snake Rivers. 

The association is unalterably opposed to construction of any further dams 
below the mouth of the Salmon River which will further inhibit the salmon 
and steelhead runs on this stream. Power needs for the region will be effectively 
supplied by construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam without the tremendous 
loss in fisheries values attendant on building the alternative Nez Perce Dam. 

Secondly, we do not feel that Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 calling for a 
5-year study of fisheries problems in the Snake River Basin has any great merit 
at this stage. We feel that the basic problems are already well understood. 

The middle Snake River fish runs have already been effectively blocked by 
Oxbow and Brownlee Dams. We feel that passage of this resolution would 
simply encourage proponents of the Nez Perce Dam to work for construction at 
this highly undesirable location. We sincerely hope that the Salmon River can 
be preserved, in its present state at least, as a fish sanctuary. 

Finally, and in relation to the last point above, the Western Montana Fish 
and Game Association strongly endorses Senate bill 2586 which opposes con- 
struction of any high dams on the Salmon River. We would in fact wish to 
modify this and propose that no dams be constructed on this river. 

Sach of the above stands we feel to be in the best public interests—without 
interference with the development of any necessary power for the region. 

Sincerely yours, 
JoHN M. STEWART, 
Chairman, Department of Chemistry. 


Senator Cuurcn. Mr. Chairman, I have here again in letter form a 
statement from the G. W. Eimers Agency engaged in the insurance 
and real estate business at Grangeville, Idaho, in which the signers 
endorse the high Mountain Sheep Dam or the Pleasant Valley Dam, 
and takes a position in opposition to the proposed moratorium con- 
tained in Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

I also have a letter from the Stegner Grain & Seed Co. of Grange- 
ville, Idaho, signed by one Charles B. Stegner, addressed to the com- 
mittee, which states a position against the 5-year moratorium as con- 
tained in Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, and also goes on record as 
being in favor of immediate construction of the Mountain Sheep Dam 
by the Pacific Northwest Power Co. 

I would like to submit these letters for the record. 
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Senator Barrierr. They will be accepted. 
(Letters follow :) 
G. W. EIMERS AGENCY, 
Grangeville Idaho, November 10, 1959. 
SENATE COM MITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention, Hon. FE. L. BARTLETT and Hon. Norris Corron ) : 

As a long time resident and businessman of central Idaho, I wish to make a 
statement in favor of the early development of the waters of the middle Snake 
River. 

The early completion of a Pleasant Valley or high Mountain Sheep Dam will 
be of great advantage to the entire Northwest. Recreation, the economy and 
the general development of the entire area will be greatly benefited. 

I favor these dams being built by private industry with private funds, to 
better serve the public. 

I specifically oppose Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 or any delaying action 
that might be brought forth. 

Respectfully yours, 
G. W. EIMers. 

Having lived in central Idaho for 34 years, doing business in that area for the 
past 10 years, I strongly concur with the above statement. 

G. W. EIMeEns, Jr. 


STEGNER GRAIN & SEED Co., 
November 10, 1959. 
SENATE COM MITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COM MERCE 
(Attention, Hon. E. L. BARTLETT and Hon. Norris Corron ). 

HONORABLE Sirs: We wish to raise our voice against the 5-year moratorium 
on dam construction in the middle Snake River as proposed by Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35, 

We also wish to go on record as being in favor of immediate construction of 
the Mountain Sheep Dam by the Pacific Northwest Power Co. We strongly feel 
that private enterprise can perform this construction efficiently and economi- 
cally and strongly urge that you use ail your influence to accomplish this im- 
portant work. 

Sincerely yours, 
STEGNER GRAIN & SEED Co. 
CHARLES B. STEGNER. 
Senator Bartierr. The chairman now submits a statement by Mor- 
ton R. Brigham, regarding Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, and it 
will be inserted without an explanation of the viewpoint as expressed, 
as it is rather long and the chairman hasn’t had an opportunity to look 
through it. 
Also a statement from R. M. Schaefer, Jr., economist, in which he 


supports Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 and S. 584, and opposes 
S. 1420 and S. 2586. 

It will be accepted for the record. 

(Statements follow :) 


STATEMENT OF Mr. Morton R. Brigham, LrEwWISTON, IDAHO, RE SENATE 


CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 385—FISH STUDIES PROGRAM FOR THE COLUMBIA 
RIVER BASIN 


The bill expresses the sense of the Congress that the Secretary of the Interior 
should immediately undertake an intensified research program dealing with 
the passage of salmon and other anadromous fishes of the Columbia River 
and its tributaries. 

It expresses agreement of the Congress to the request contained in the “priority 
research program for fish and dams in the Columbia River Basin” which was 


submitted by the Columbia Basin Inter-Agency Committee on February 11, 
1959. 
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This report recommends a 3-year “crash” program calling for research ex- 
penditures of $700,000 the first year and $1 million for each of the two 
following years. The resolution declares it to be the sense of Congress that 
the FPC should not license any projects on the Salmon and Imnaha Rivers, or 
on the middle reach of the Snake River between the tailrace at Hells Canyon 
site, downstream to a point at the confluence of the Snake and Salmon Rivers, 
until the Secretary makes his final reports to the Congress on the results of 
this research. 

The studies would be coordinated with the Secretary of the Army and 
appropriate Federal and State conservation agencies in Oregon, Washington, 
Idaho, and Montana. Among other things these studies would be concerned 
with the potential for increasing the runs of anadromous fish through develop- 
ment of techniques for passing fish over dams and other obstacles encountered 
in their migrations and the use of artificial spawning areas, with special emphasis 
being given to the problem of fish migration as it is affected by the construction 
of dams over 100 feet in height in the Snake River Basin. The final report 
on the studies would be due June 30, 1964. 

This bill expresses good principles but it fails to go far enough to save the 
fish runs of major importance to the Columbia Basin. The Grande Ronde and 
Clearwater Rivers are both supporting major runs of andromous fish at this 
time but neither is included in the moratorium. 

The Clearwater, for instance, had a run of 33,126 steelhead during the 
fiscal year ending July 1, 1959, not including fish caught by sportsmen below 
the Lewiston Dam. A biologist told me recently that in his opinion the Clear- 
water might support a run as large as 100,000 fish, or three times as many fish 
as at present. 

This run should be protected by the moratorium until a solution is found to 
the fisheries problem, but at present the opposite is happening. Engineering 
studies are being carried out rapidly for a dam at the Bruces Eddy site, which 
would block about half the spawning area in the Clearwater. 

Meanwhile nothing whatever is being done to solve the fisheries and wildlife 
problems associated with this project. We are about to witness, apparently, 
another instance in which recommendations of the Idaho Department of Fish 
and Game are ignored completely. I am unable to think of a better way to 
destroy the remaining fish in the Columbia Basin. 

The bill also ignores the unknown dangers in the series of proposed low-head 
dams on the lower Snake, which combined may be as destructive to the Colum- 
bia fisheries as a single high dam blocking the runs of the Salmon River. 

If the runs of the Columbia are to be saved, I see no alternative to including 
within the moratorium for protection from dams pending solution to fish prob 
lems the entire Snake River Basin above the Ice Harbor Dam site, including 
the Imnaha, Clearwater, Salmon, and Grande Ronde Rivers but excluding the 
middle Snake above the mouth of the Imnaha. 

In my opinion the runs up the Snake above the Imnaha will be impossible 
to save in view of dams already licensed and built. I would recommend that if 
dams must be built, they could be built in this reach of the river with minimum 
damage to fisheries and wildlife, and I therefore suggest that the Snake River 
above the mouth of the Imnaha be excluded from the moratorium area. 

I would like to see such a moratorium including the Clearwater, Salmon, 
Grande Ronde, Imnaha, and lower Snake River above the Ice Harbor Dam site 
imposed by statute on the Federal Power Commission. A resolution by the 
Congress would have great moral force, but with its traditional disregard of 
fish and wildlife values the FPC needs to be restrained by more than moral 
forces. 

The June 30, 1964, deadline on results of studies should be removed from this 
bill. As it now stands, the resolution would close the door on further studies 
and reports after this date. With the present language in paragraph (2) of the 
resolution, an effort might be made to gain approval for dams on the Salmon, 
Snake, or other rivers of the middle Snake River Basin once that date was 
passed, regardless of the failure to develop answers to fish problems. 

Clearcut provision should be made for a moratorium on dams on the Clear- 
water, Grande Ronde, Salmon, Imnaha, and lower Snake Rivers until problems 
are resolved in such a way as to assure protection of anadromous fishes. 
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S. 1420—PROTECTION FOR FISH AND WILDLIFE FROM DAMS LICENSED BY THE FPC 


In its later version, as introduced by Senator Neuberger June 3, 1959, this 
bill provides that a FPC license application for dams and other water develop- 
ment projects shall lie before Congress for 120 days, with reports of the Secretary 
of the Interior as to the effects of the project upon fish and wildlife values, 
before a license can be issued by the FPC. 

The purpose of this measure is to assure that adequate fish passage facilities 
and wildlife protective devices are provided in new dams licensed by the FPC. 
It would also help prevent dams from being built at sites where provision cannot 
be made at present under the Federal Coordination Act for adequate protection 
of important fish and wildlife values. Determination of a proposed project’s 
impact upon fish and wildlife would be made by the Fish and Wildlife Service. 

This bill, in my opinion, is absolutely necessary because of repeated failures 
by the FPC to recognize fish and wildlife values or to even obtain reliable in- 
formation on these values before issuing licenses. Destruction of additional 
wildlife and fish by FPC licensed dams will continue unabated until this bill 
or one similar to it is passed by the Congress. 


S. 2586—Size LIMITATION ON SALMON RIVER DAMS 


This bill prohibits authorization for dams on the Salmon River in Idaho which 
would exceed in height these dams presently existing on downstream sections 
of the Snake and Columbia Rivers. 

It prevents licensing of any dam, reservoir, conduit, powerhouse, or other 
water storage or collection facility on the Salmon River by the FPC when a 
proposed project “would have a more restrictive effect on the passage of 
anadromous fish than any similar works already in existence on such river or 
on the Columbia or Snake Rivers between the Salmon River and Pacific Ocean.” 

Section 3 of the bill would require the Secretary of the Interior to report 
to Congress on any conservation developments, including those relating to fish 
passage around dams, that in his opinion would justify amending the terms of 
this measure. 

If passed, this bill would open the Salmon River to construction of dams up 
to the maximum height of those impoundments already to be found on the lower 
Snake and Columbia Rivers. 

The effects of several dams up to a maximum of 120 feet in height can be 
just as devastating to anadromous fish as a project 600 feet high. There is 
real question whether migrant fish can make their way around any more dams 
than they now pass in their up and down migrations in the Columbia and Snake 
Rivers. 

Inasmuch as this bill would open the Salmon River to dams and create a 
further obstacle course to whatever fish survive dams now in existence and 
under construction, it could create a legal basis for destruction of the fish it 
proposes to save. I recommend that Congress reject the bill for these reasons. 


STATEMENT OF R. M. SCHAEFER, JR., ECONOMIST, LEWISTON, IDAHO 


My name is R. M. Schaefer, Jr. I am a graduate of Washington State 
University with a degree in economics and majors in engineering, mathematics, 
and chemistry. One of my main interests since my college days just after the 
great depression has been the economic system of our country. 

One doesn’t have to view economic factors long to realize that a nation can 
rise or fall in these times depending on its use of extraneous energy. It is 
imperative to our precarious economic, social, and political position in the 
world that we wring out every hydrokilowatt. We must support our public and 
private economy with cheap power wherever we can. 

I submit that the best program for the development of the middle Snake River 
system is not clearly indicated as yet. We can’t be certain of the best program 
until the fish problem is more thoroughly studied. In the meantime we have 
many run-of-the-river sites available for development. There need be no power 
shortage. Only a political power shortage is possible. We must not let a 
minority of special interests stampede us into a program that further weakens 
our position both here and abroad. 
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I do not hold that we need private capital in key projects in a comprehensive 
river development program. Apparently, not even the natives of Africa do this. 
I call your attention to the great Kariba Dam of Rhodesia on the Zambezi 
River. It was built for the people of Rhodesia without raising taxes, and will 
pay out of power revenues in a little over 20 years. How can we compete with 
these people and others similarly situated—especially the Communists, if we 
allow an uneconomic, high-cost system to be politically built in the Pacific North- 
west by shortsighted private power and associated dutiful institutions? 

There is room aplenty for private capital in run-of-the-river dams if we must 
have more of such high priced money in the public business of hydropower. 

In less than a decade, the high Mountain Sheep Dam will very likely bring 
equal or greater pressure for about 1,200 feet of dams at Lower Canyon and 
Crevice on the Salmon River. If we are to be realistic, we must solve our fish 
problem to our mutual satisfaction now, lest we compound our troubles further. 
This stretch of the river has been butchered already, thanks to the Benedict Ar- 
nolds with reference to the best public interest. Let’s butcher no more. Let’s 
be sure this time. 

As for the public being a party to putting a big private power combine into 
business in this area, it is folly. To put them in a storage site at the head of 
an actual and potential 10 dams of the people all the way to the sea is ridicu- 
lous. How can we hold our own in the world this way? Frankly, it puts us in 
a noncompetitive position, and I think that says almost enough. I hardly need 
add that the nearer one gets to TVA, the more the common stock earnings of 
private utilities have gone up. 

In fact, a FPC study shows that nine large private utilities adjoining the TVA 
area multiplied their earnings over eight times during the period 1937—.957, 
when the earnings of all the larger privately owned utilities in the United States 
multiplied only 344 times. 

This being so, what is the motivation of the ezars of the private utilities? I 
charge them with empire building regardless of the waste of our resources and 
the effects of the same on our world position. 

I charge them with coveting what obviously belongs to the people. We havea 
relation with a servant with an inordinate taste for turning master regardless of 
the consequences to the general welfare. It all is a breach of faith. We either 
deal with this today or tomorrow, for vital factors in our economic position are 
at stake. 

We have dozens of corporate giants ganging up on the people these days to 
charge administered prices, and this is bad for our Nation. However, we have 
very few that compound the damage by tirelessly working to set up an inefficient 
way to exploit our limited resources; and, at the same time, continually use pub- 
lic money to get in the way of efficient development by the people for the benefit 
of all, including private power. 

I, therefore, urge you to support Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 and 8. 584. 
S. 1420 and S. 2586 should be opposed. I hope something can be done to see that 
private power can not spend millions of dollars of the people’s money in re- 
search on sites destined for possible public development. 

The FPC should not be subject to this kind of pressure. Decisions for public 
or private development should be made before such money is spent by a private 
company. Better yet, since we, the people, pay all the bills in the final analysis 
anyway, whether the dams are public or private, the Government should do 
most of the preliminary research, I'd think. ; 

I favor the Northwest Public Power position with reference to the termination 
date of June 30, 1964, in Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this public business. This is 
functional economic democracy. 


Senator Cuurcn. I have also, Mr. Chairman, a letter from the 
Jordan Motor Co., of Grangeville, Idaho, endorsing the high Mountain 
Sheep Dam, and opposing the moratorium on the middle Snake. I 
submit it for the record. : ‘ 

I have another letter from the Grangeville Lumber Co., of Grange- 
ville, Idaho, taking the same position, signed by Roy Stockham, which 
I submit for the record. 
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Finally, I have a letter from the Graham & Co. investments, loans, 
and real estate, and insurance, of Grangeville, Idaho, signed by O. F. 
Webb, taking the position that the moratorium would obstruct the 
necessary economic development for the Pacific Northwest, and there- 
fore stating his opposition to it. 

I would like to submit that letter for the record. 

Senator Barriterr. They will all be accepted for the record. 

(Letters follow :) 

J. BE. GRAHAM & Co., INC., 
Grangeville, Idaho, November 9, 1959. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention: Hon. E. L. Bartlett and Hon. Norris Cotton). 

We have read with great interest the proposed moratorium on the development 
of the lower Snake River drainage and also Senate Resolution 35. It is our 
opinion this area has great value in the economic development of this entire 
Pacific Northwest and we are opposed to any action which will limit the develop- 
ment of the natural resources which would encourage the economic development 
in this area. 

We, therefore, urgently request you oppose any moratorium on the development 
of the lower Snake River drainage. 

Very sincerely yours, 
J. E. GRawamM & Co., INC 
O. F. Wess. 


JORDAN Moror Co., INc., 
Grangeville, Idaho, November 10, 1959. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
tAttention: Tion. E. L. Bartlett and Hon. Norris Cotton). 

It is the belief of the members of this firm that the early development of the 
middle Snake River is in the public interest, and that such development will in- 
crease the recreational and business benefits in the middle Snake River area. 

It is aiso our considered opinion that the early development and construction 
of the high Mountain Sheep Dam will be to the advantage of the entire North- 
west, and specifically to the advantage of the areas of Idaho, Oregon, and 
Washington adjacent to this section of the Snake River. 

For these reasons and others, we are strongly opposed to any moratorium 
of the development of the Snake River, and are specifically and particularly op- 
posed to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 

Respectfully yours, 
JORDAN Moror Co., INc., 
W. H. JENKINS, President. 


GRANGEVILLE LUMBER Co., INC., 
Grangeville, Idaho, November 11, 1959. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention: Hon. BE. L. Bartlett and Hon. Norris Cotton). 

GENTLEMEN : I attended a meeting at Lewiston, Idaho, a week ago last Thurs- 
day regarding the Mountain Sheep Dam on the upper Snake River, I was very 
much impressed with the information presented by the Army Engineers. 

In my opinion the early development and construction of the high Mountain 
Sheep Dam as outlined would be a distinct advantage to the Northwest, par- 
ticularly to Idaho, Oregon, and Washington; therefore, I would be strongly 
opposed to any moratorium on the development of the Snake River and specifi- 
cally opposed to Senate Resolution 35. 

Yours very truly, 
Roy STOCKHAM. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Anderson, do you have any ? 

Mr. Anderson has none. The chairman will state that this is likely 
to be the most voluminous Senate hearing in the history of the United 
States, outside the hearings that the chairmam recently conducted in 


Alaska. 
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On a personal note, I want to say during the recess I had much 
pleasure in meeting a former fellow worker on the Alaska Railroad, 
who has certainly gone up in the world since those days, Mr. O. A. 
Hanson, manager of the Camas Prairie Railroad Co. here. 

Now, the next witness is Bruce Bowler of the Idaho State Chamber 
of Commerce. 

Welcome Mr. Bowler. 


STATEMENT OF BRUCE BOWLER, OF BOISE, IDAHO 


Mr. Bower. There seems to be no Jack of interest. as shown by all 
the statements here, and I will do just as directed by the chairman, 
merely trying to summarize very briefly some of the points I think 
might be of importance in my statement. 

Perha »s to correct the record, I am not a representative of the 
Idaho C Reiko of Commerce. 

Senator Bartierr. I[amsorry. You are so listed here. 

Mr. Bowterr. I would 

Senator Cuurcu. I would like to stay at this juncture, Mr. Chair- 
man, that Bruce Bowler speaks with greater authority for himself 
than he could for any organization, because he is well known through- 
out the State of laib as one who has long been dedicated to the pres- 
ervation of our wildlife values, and he couldn’t possibly add prestige 
to his presence by speaking for any organization other than ese 

Senator Bartierr. I think that is very well put. 

Mr. Bower. That’s spreading it on a little bit, Senator. 

The Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 has been really shot at today, 
and in my view of the situation I too would shoot at it. While con- 
curring in the basic principle of research it is my opinion that the 
time limitation placed upon it is entirely unrealistic, and the measure 
as proposed would be undesirable and such would be my suggestion to 
the committee as it being not good legislation. 

The work that has been done by the Northwest Power Co., the Pa- 
cific Northwest Power Co. already has to me demonstrated a genuine 
and sincere interest in the actual preservation of the fisheries resource 
in the river and their plan that is now immediate and ready to go for- 
ward has my personal endorsement and approval. For that reason I 
would oppose Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

Now, as to 1420, Senator Neuberger’s bill, I think this is an excel- 
lent bit of legislation and something that has been a long time needed, 
and if we had had it before we wouldn’t have the problems in the 
river systems that we do now. Perhaps in the earlier days, we 
couldn’t say that it was as necessary then as it is now. But, expe- 
rience has demonstrated that the Federal Power Commission itself, 
has not demonstrated great conscience in the biological factors of our 
rivers, and to have Congress’ hand in the picture to me would be very 
desirable. 

I think that S. 1420 would be good. 

There’s no question in my mind about the desirability of S. 2586, 
that has been introduced by Senator Church for himself and also 
Senator Neuberger. 

We have heard expressions here today, that perhaps it didn’t go far 
enough, but believe me in my opinion it is one of the most important 
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and forward steps that has ever been made by any Northwest Senator 
or Senator any place as far as that goes, on the recognition at that level 
of the importance of our fishery to such rivers as the Salmon River. 

Along that same line I was glad to hear, stated here a while ago by 
the good Senator himself, that perhaps all streams below would profit 
from this same kind of consideration. 

The time is now passed when we can overlook or disregard the 
importance of the fisheries to the people of this country and particu- 
larly to the future generations. 

To keep these fish coming for posterity is one of the great responsi- 
bilities of our time, and this measure, introduced by Senator Church, 
is designed to carry out that responsibility. Such recognition by 
men of our U.S. Congress is splendid, and of far-reaching significance 
in progressive, enlightened thinking for truly public benefit. 

It is desirable to produce hydroelectric power from our rivers, but 
the dams should be of proper size and in proper place, with full 
recognition of the important fishery’s resources which must share in 
proper evaluation the uses of the waters. To consider such a splendid 
resource as the anadromous fishery of the Salmon river is being 
expendable in favor of hydroelectric power, reclamation, or other 
such uses, would be wrong, and some of the hydroelectric power po- 
tential of our northwest rivers must be relinquished for the benefits 
to be derived from preservation and continuation and enhancement 
of the fisheries involved. The Army Engineers prognosis of the 
power picture as of 2025, shows that with full development on the 
Columbia, hydroelectric power would only approximate two-elevenths 
of the total needed electric power. What a foolish sacrifice it would 
be to stop the salmon and steelhead in the Columbia that run to the 
Salmon River, for such full development for 65 years for that per- 
centage of the power needed by the people then, when these fish could 
be supplying them benefits for hundreds and thousands of years yet 
to come, would be completely out of order. 

And that is the reason I feel that Senator Church’s bill is so de- 
sirable in the actual biological recognition of the importance of the 
anadromous fishery to the Salmon River system and if amended also 
to the Clearwater. 

Those are the great things for this country and we want to keep 
them. 

Thank you. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, Mr. Bowler. 

Senator Church, do you have any questions ? 

Senator Cuurcu. Bruce, I appreciate our statement very much. 

In looking at this model that is out in the lobby of the proposed 
passage facilities at the high Mountain Sheep Dam, you have had a 
chance to take a more careful look into that proposal, have you not, 
than I have had. I wonder are you satisfied with respect to that 
proposal that the methods that they are contemplating using are 
methods that have proved out in the past, and I mean do you have any 
degree of uncertainty as to whether or not this fish ladder apparatus 
that they are proposing there would in fact work or would not work 
insofar as the Imnaha River is concerned ? 

Mr. Bower. I think it is an excellent advancement and a splendid 
experiment that can pay great dividends. I think it is far from 
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confirmed. I think the important issue is to place all of the big de- 
velopment now above the mouth of the Salmon, and that these ex- 
periments that will be carried on at the high Mountain Sheep and 
coupled with the other Snake River dams, will be worth what. they 

cost, to do what they can. But they are not going to completely 
solve the problem, and that is why we cannot take the risk of this 
idea of 5 years delay with the idea that we can perhaps solve the 
problem and build a big dam below the mouth of the Salmon River. 

We are uniquely in that position. We still have the Salmon and 
we still have the Clearwater. If we keep that concept in mind, we 
can fairly experiment with the section of the river above, not to write 
it off but to experiment with it, and the chances are that perhaps it 
can be accomplished. 

It is my opinion they are making great progress. 

Senator Cuvrcu. In other words it is your feeling that the labora- 
tory for further experimentation in the perfection of this fish passage 
apparatus ought to be above the mouth of the Salmon and Clearwater 
systems, where we already have large dams anyway, so that we are 
not interfering with the undamed salmon system. 

Mr. Bowter. Absolutely. We do not invite the risk and most im- 

ortant it is basic insurance against the eventual construction of 
Nez Perce. 

Senator Cuurcu. Do you subscribe then to the belief that has 
already been testified to here, that if this moratorium were adopted 
and then the fish passage problem were not solved by the end of 5 
years, that we would expose ourselves to an undue risk / 

Mr. Bower. Definitely. 

Senator Cuurcu. That by that time, the power needs would be 
such that the fish would—the fish consideration would be overridden, 
is that your fear? 

Mr. Bowter. I think that is the actual inference from 35. If we 
can’t do it in 5 years we are going to have to go ahead and build the 
dam anyway. Five years won't begin to do it. The life cycle of a 
single salmon is 4 years—that is, we have to have 4-year period to even 
go through a single cycle. 

I have heard the expressions here on time. I would say 5, 10, 15, 
20, we may have to look to 40 or 50 years on the solving of the passage 
problem. We have already got the situation above the mouth of the 
Snake to make the experiments and we can’t take the risk of putting 
a big dam below the mouth of the Salmon River. It just wouldn't 
be wise. 

Senator Cuurcn. So your feeling is that actually the moratorium 
wouldn’t accomplish its purpose so far as perfecting fish passage facili- 
ties anyway within that 5-year period / 

Mr. Bowtrr. That is correct. 

Senator Cuurcu. In the meantime it might force the construction 
of the dam at the wrong place if we were ‘to enact it into law? 

Mr. Bowter. I even feel that is part of the strategy of it. I feel 
it to be wrong. 

Senator Cuurcn. Well, it wasn’t part of my strategy, Bruce, in 
joining as a sponsor of this moratorium. 

I think this is an appropriate place to say that misgivings that | 


have concerning the moratorium led me to introduce the Salmon River 
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bill which seemed to me to be a more practical and realistic approach 
to the preservation of the salmon as a salmon spawning area and at 
the same time to avoid the shortcomings that seem to be implicit in 
this moratorium approach. It was for that reason that I did go ahead 
and introduce my bill, and it is for that reason that my bill is now 
being considered along with the moratorium by this committee. 

Mr. Bower. That is right, it is forthwith and direct and we can 
understand it. 

Senator Barrierr. Do you have any questions, Mrs. Pfost ‘ 

Mrs. Prosr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Bowler, I am sorry that I wasn’t here for the beginning of your 
statement. Do you favor having the Mountain Sheep project built ¢ 

Mr. Bower. Yes. 

Mrs. Prosr. You have seen the plan and are aware of the plans 
taking the fish up from the river passed the dam and the little channel 
that will carry them up into the Imnaha River‘ 

Mr. Bowirr. Yes. 

Mrs. Prosr. Do you not feel that in the event a Nez Perce Dam 
were considered that the same type of fish ladders together with a 
canal could be constructed to take fish around the Nez Perce. Had 
you given consideration to that 

Mr. Bowner. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. Then let me ask you this question. 

Do you favor the building of the Nez Perce Dam 4 

Mr. Bower. No. 

Mrs. Prosr. If plans then for the Nez Perce Dam carry the provi- 
sion for fish ladders, as does the Mountain Sheep Dam, would you be 
in favor of the building or the construction of the Nez Perce Dam? 

Mr. Bower. No. 

Mrs. Prosr. You still would not ? 

Mr. Bowter. No. 

Mrs. Prost. Even though it might take care of the fish ? 

_ Mr. Bower. No, for this reason. There is a much bigger issue 
involved in the same passage facilities at Nez Perce than there would 
be at Mountain Sheep with respect to the Imnaha which you speak 
about. The risk is entirely too great for the experimental factor now 
involved in the Imnaha passage point. It is only a small portion of 
the main anadromous run anyway. It has high merit as an experi- 
mental measure. It is—its assurances of success while promising are 
not good and it doesn’t risk the big bulk of the run that now ascends 
the Salmon River. 

The important point in that regard is also multiplied by the im- 
poundment behind Nez Perce being so much more involved in the two 
river systems, or really the three, the Salmon, the Imnaha and the 
upper Snake, that the confusion and the temperature difficulty and the 
basic loss of the migration route will complicate the factor immeas- 
urably. Now the Imnaha idea is good, but it actually brings its own 
water right down from that one single stream and delivers it below 
the dam. It is a very promising experiment, but that is the reason I 
have to answer your question that if they had the same plan for the 
Nez Perce Dam it couldn’t be considered in the same light as not 
having enough magnitude. It involves too many other complicated 
factors of the big problem in the Salmon River of anadromous fish 
supply. 
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Mrs. Prost. In other words you are saying that because this is an 
experiment we don’t know whether it will work, and therefore if it 
does happen to work that is one thing, but you are not even sure that 
this particular canal will take care of the fingerlings coming back 
down? 

Mr. Bow er. Particularly not with respect to the big problems that 
would be involved on the big passage of the big part of the run in the 
Salmon River system. There is no comparison between the Imnaha 
and the Salmon River on that point. 

Mrs. Prost. I see. 

Now, when you say there is no comparison, of course you have used 
temperatures as one phase. But, you are meaning because of the fish 
that would be involved, because it would seem to me—I don’t know 
but in looking at the relief out here, I would assume that one could 
build these ladders up over a slightly higher dam at Nez Perce and 
carry the canal up the Salmon, very much the same as you could carry 
your canal up the Imnaha, and therefore I assume that if you have ar- 
rived at something that is going to do the job in one dam, that even 
though you may have to increase the size of the canal, that it would be 
effective also in the other job, in the other construction. 

Mr. Bow er. I don’t believe that would be the problem, Congress- 
woman Pfost. The problem is not so much with regard to the size 
of the impoundment on the upstream passage as on the downstream 
passage when they get lost in the maze of the three different river 
systems. The big impoundment is the bringing back down. You see 
the Imnaha canal picks up the Imnaha entirely and brings it all the 
way down, both upstream and downstream. Principally. 

That is vastly different from trying to do the same thing with the 
Nez Perce construction where they all go into this vast impoundment 
and they get lost on the migration route. They never—there is ab- 
solutely no way that I know of that at the present time, how to pick 
up that migration route for our salmon run in a Nez Perce impound- 
ment. 

Mrs. Prost. Well, of course I am not quite sure how far up the 
Imnaha or the Snake that the—— 

Mr. Bowter. Ninety miles is all it runs up the Imnaha to pick up 
that. That is a very short, steep incline there. If we go into the 
Nez Perce impoundment we reach around 60 or 70 miles, as compared 
to 9 on the same sort of a problem. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

Senator Cuvurcn. In other words, at the Nez Perce site it would 
not be possible to construct a fish facility comparable to the one that 
is planned at the other site? At the Imnaha? . 

Mr. Bowter. Particularly on downstream passage; that is right. 

Senator Cuurcu. So there is a topographical feature to this ques- 
tion as well as the problem of the volume of fish that are involved 
and that topographical feature at the Imnaha site makes it possible 
to bring the Imnaha River right down around the dam and beneath 
the dam, whereas at the Nez Perce site there is going to be a com- 
mingling of the waters of several rivers in one great impoundment. 

Mr. Bowter. Exactly. 

Senator Catron. This greatly complicates the problems so far as 
fish passage is concerned; is that true? 
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Mr. Bowter. Thats correct, exactly. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Anderson has a question. 

Mr. Anperson. Mr. Bowler, I believe you said that you thought it 
would be desirous to have this same type of legislation apply to other 
watersheds below the mouth of the Salmon River. 

This, of course, includes the Clearwater? 

Mr. Bow.er. Yes. 

Mr. Anperson. What we have been a long time trying to find out 
is exactly how big a run of fish that your group is interested in in the 
Clearwater drainage. We believe that with the construction of 
Bruce’s Eddy Dam, according to the fish and game department, they 
believe that. 1t is quite possible that a hatchery located below that dam 
would provide rearing facilities to handle every bit as much of the 
run that is currently going up the North Fork. 

If we had similar legislation to keep the Middle Fork drainage 
in perpetuity as the spawning area and the fish and game depart- 
ment says that area can handle about 4 times what it is currently 
handling, and if the South Fork were opened through a substitution 
of power from Bruce’s Eddy for the present Washington waterpower 
dam, would this combination of a hatchery open Middle Fork and 
open South Fork which would facilitate and handle about 6 times 
the present run, would that be adequate for the group that you rep- 
resent, as far as Clearwater drainage, or are you adamant that you 
want no dams whatsoever, regardless of how much more the fish run 
is? In other words, how big a run do you want, or do you think 
would be—— 

Mr. Bower. Well, the predicate to that would be this. That the 
great, potential of the Clearwater drainage as a salmon stream still 
needs rehabilitation. The steelhead run is still excellent on a very 
fast upgrade. The potential spawning area even in the North Fork 
of the Clearwater where the Bruce’s Eddy Dam is planned has a ter- 
rific spawning potential that now is not being utilized by the salmon. 
If we had to have Bruce’s Eddy Dam, then the hatchery would be the 
next possible substitute. 

It is my opinion that hatchery-reared fish are not as fine a specie 
as the naturally bred spawned ones. But I appreciate the problem 
that exists for Bruce’s Eddy and I think that if we have to have it, 
which I hope we don’t, and if we had a bill such as S. 2586 for it, 
why we wouldn’t have it. Therein lies the issue. 

I can’t tell you in direct answer to your question how many fish I, or 
my people, might want. They think that is a great enough part of 
the basic culture of our Northwest to keep all that we can and I don’t 
see how that question could be answered on the exact number. I do 
think that great potentials exist for rehabilitation of salmon in the 
Clearwater, practically as great as now exists in the Salmon, and 
every effort should be made to concentrate and do our best work on 
these streams that still lie below the mouth of the Salmon, because I 
do agree with all that hydroelectric development for this country is 
important and it has got tocome. 

We want our fish and our dams insofar as practically possible. 

Mr. Anperson. That is all. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Bowler, you mentioned “you and your 
people.” Did you refer to an organization ? 
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Mr. Bower. Well, as oe itor Church explained here at the outset, 
that I have for many years been a crusader in the field of wildlife, and 
have been affiliated with ‘the wildlife federation, and while I don’t 
speak for them directly here today, I think that is what I would mean 
by “my people,” wildlife people, who have a dedicated interest in the 
fish and that part of the resource. Coupled, of course, with the basic 
economy we must recognize that we all have to eat to live. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Bowler, is there a concern for fish above the 
proposed high Mountain Sheep Dam other than those from the 
Imnaha ? 

Mr. Bownrr. Yes. 

Senator Barrierr. Are there substantial stocks of fish that have 
their spawning areas north of the proposed damsite and between that 
point and Hells Canyon ? 

Mr. Bower. Yes. Not as a spawning area in that reach itself, 
but above that area. That reach of the river itself is not a primary 
spawning area, but there are considerable areas above that. 
They still are worth heavy financial investment to try and _ pre- 
serve and even improve the potential of spawning even above and 
that is why I think that the Mountain Sheep experiments are excel- 
lent. I think that the experiments of Idaho Power Co. at Brownlee 
are excellent. They are going to justify their costs if we can keep 
these fine species coming up. But they are substantial and percentage- 
wise we heard the figures here this morning, I think 15 percent, if I 
remember correctly, between 10 and 15 percent is the amount of what 
we call the basic Snake River run that moves above the Salmon River. 

Senator Barriterr. Above the mouth of the Imnaha? 

Mr. Bower. Yes, above the mouth of the Imnaha and the mouth 
of the Salmon are very close together. There is only about 3 percent 
I think they said, went up the Imnaha of the 15 percent that went 
above the mouth of the Salmon. 

Senator Barrierr. That gives the answer that I wanted once more. 

One further question. The colloquies here with you were based 
upon the ability present or prospective of transporting fish up a dam 
and bringing the young ones downstream. In Astoria we were told 
repeatedly that even if this could be accomplished the salmon might 
nevertheless disappear because their spawning areas would “be 
destroyed. 

What do you have to say to that? 

Mr. Bower. Well that would be true. We not only have to get 
the fish to the spawning areas, but the right kind of water and the 
right kind of gravel formations need to be retained for them, if 
they have no place to spawn which requires a clean proper water in a 
gravelly upper river reach area. 

Senator Barrierr. Is it true in your opinion that many of these 
desirable areas which you have described have been wiped out by the 
formation of lakes created by the dams? 

Mr. Bower. Not yet. Even in the prospects not yet. The real 
spawning areas are so far above the actual dam impoundments that 
that doesn’t create a problem. If we can get them through the im- 
poundment we get them onto the spawning areas, that are in all in- 
stances as I can recall, completely above the impoundment area. 
Senator Barrett. T hank you Mr. Bowler. 
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Mrs. Prost. Mr. Chairman, will you yield? 

Senator Barrierr. I have yielded. 

Mrs. Prost. Mr. Bowler, did I understand you to say that the 
Idaho Power Co. method of transporting the fish is very satisfactory ? 
Lam not sure that I understood you correctly, I was reading something 
here at the moment. 

Mr. Bow ter. I didn’t say it was satisfactory. I think it was a 
highly desirable experiment and that progress is being made. 

Mrs. Prost. Have you personal knowledge of what percentage of 
the fish they are saving? I am speaking of game fish, now. 

Mr. Bower. That is right. I have heard figures from time to 
time 

Mrs. Prosr. But you don’t have personal knowledge of what their 
success has been ¢ 

Mr. Bowter. Well I have examined the works and have read the 
figures, and they pass practically all of the upstream migrants except 
for the trouble that they had last year on the washout fac ility there. 
Their downstream migrant percentage is low. Their upstream 
migrant percentage is high. It is practically quite a good project in 
the capture of upstream migrants. I think there is a real problem on 
downstream migrants right now. 

Mrs. Prosr. All right, what happens to these downstream migrants? 

Mr. Bow ter. It is my observation from being on the ground and 
talking to the people that most of them right now are being lost. in the 
maze of the impoundment. They don’t reach as far as the skimmer, 
and they are not being able to orient themselves to the slack water 
involved in the Brownlee impoundment. They don’t get down to the 
screening system. <A percentage of downstream passage presently is 
low but there may be a possibility of solving that problem. That just 
emphasizes the experimental characteristic of it. 

Mrs. Prosr. Well then, if there isn’t some satisfactory method of 
taking care of the downstream migrants you’ll soon not have any 
upstream ones, will you ? 

Mr. Bowter. That is true. 

Mrs. Prost. That is, salmon follows the pattern that I have under- 
stood, and that is, that they go back to their original spawning 
grounds. 

Mr. Bowter. That is correct. 

Mrs. Prosr. So that means then that there is a general depletion of 
that 15 percent of the fish that—— 

Mr. Bowrrer. That is true. That presents a real problem and em- 
phasizes the reason why we can’t risk it at Nez Perce. 

Mrs. Prosr. Thank you. 

Senator Barrier. It was approximately 4 p.m. that the committee 
reconvened with a stern injunction from the chairman that witnesses 
who had statements of more than one page in length would not be 
permitted to read them, but they would be obliged to summarize them. 
Mr. Bowler complied with that mentee of the chairman, and it is now 
35 minutes later and the fault is the fault of Senator Church, the fault 
of Congresswoman Pfost, Mr. Anderson, and Bob Bartlett, 

We thank you for your cooperation, but we have to do a little co- 
operating ourselves. 

Thank you, sir. 
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Senator Cuurcnu. Mr. Chairman, can we place Mr. Bowler’s entire 
statement in the record ? 

Senator Barrierr. That will be done as a matter of course. 

(Full statement follows:) 


I am Bruce Bowler, of Boise, Idaho, making this statement as a citizen inter- 
ested in the public welfare concerning the subjects under consideration here. 
This opportunity to be heard by the committee is greatly appreciated, and I wish 
to commend the members of the Senate committee for their journey and conduct 
of these hearings being held in the localities which are so widely affected by the 
proposed legislation. 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, commonly known as the 5-year moratorium 
measure, for the conduct of research and studies into the anadromous fish prob- 
lem in the Columbia River system, with particular view to the area of the middle 
Snake River, would, of course, if approved by Congress, prevent construction of 
any dam in the middle Snake area for a period of 5 years. If the anadromous 
fish passage problem could not be solved within this period, then the inference 
to be drawn from this proposal would indicate that thereafter dams could be 
constructed. I have observed from press notices that much of the impetus 
behind this moratorium measure against dam construction comes from advocates 
of the public power program, and I fear their interest is not as much concerned 
in the fish-passage problem, but rather if they can delay the construction of other 
dains in the middle Snake River, that they feel it may pave the way for eventual 
construction of the proposed high Nez Perce Dam at the site below the mouth of 
the Salmon River. The Salmon River is the best remaining spawning area for 
salmon and steelhead which we have left in the Columbia River system, and it 
has such great value in this regard that the prospect of the construction of the 
700-foot dam at the Nez Perce site presents too great a risk for destruction of this 
great resource to the Northwest to permit our concurring in any plan designed 
for the construction of the high Nez Perce Dam. 

It is my opinion that the construction of the Nez Perce Dam will result in the 
destruction of the anadromous fishery’s resource in the Salmon River. To 
expect that the fish-passage technology will be solved or so perfected in the next 
5 years so as to enable the construction of Nez Perce Dam without risk of the 
loss of the Salmon River spawning and propagation of salmon and steelhead is 
absolutely not worth the risk involved. Furthermore, plans for the Nez Perce 
Dam integrate the proposal for the construction for Lower Canyon Dam on the 
Salmon River which is likewise intolerable, and these dams can never be justified 
in the public interest for the threat of destruction they offer to the anadromous 
fishery of the Columbia River. 

It now appears that the best insurance against the eventual construction of 
Nez Perce Dam would be the licensing and construction of the proposed high 
Mountain Sheep Dam located above the mouth of the Salmon River, as applied 
for by the Northwest Power Co., which is demonstrating a genuinely sincere 
regard for the biological factors of the river in their plans for fish passage at 
the high Mountain Sheep project. It is my observation that the public power 
proponents are really not sincere in their concern for the fisheries problem, but 
mostly urge the moratorium of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 for the purpose 
of preventing the construction of such projects as the high Mountain Sheep Dam 
or the proposed high Pleasant Valley Dam, also located above the mouth of 
the Salmon River, with the objective that if these upper dams can be held off, 
then the Nez Perce Dam can be constructed. This is a risk we cannot afford 
to take, and I believe that proceeding now toward the construction of the 
high Mountain Sheep Dam or the high Pleasant Valley Dam would be the world’s 
best insurance against the eventual construction of Nez Perce. Although it must 
be conceded that the Nez Perce site is an excellent one, its location below the 
mouth of the Salmon River makes it unwise within the realm of good husbandry 
of natural resource . to build a high dam at that location. True also, it must 
be recognized that good progress is being made in the problem of passing anad- 
romous fish by high dams such as the 400-0dd foot Brownlee Dam of Idaho 
Power Co. The experiment is not sufficiently advanced, nor can we expect it to 
be so within 5 years to the extent that we should place all our eggs in a big Nez 
Perce basket: Rather, we should proceed now with construction of dams above 
the mouth of the Salmon River that will provide for the best known fish passage 
facilities for that portion of the anadromous runs existing above the mouth of 
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the Salmon River in the Snake River system. For these reasons it is felt that 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 is not desirable legislation, and should not be 
approved by Congress. 

Regarding Senate bill 1420, introduced by Senator Neuberger, also under con- 
sideration at this hearing, it appears that this is very desirable legislation 
which should be approved by Congress. The requirements of this act would be 
another progressive step in the responsibility of our Federal Government to 
exercise its powers as trustee over important natural resources which should 
be preserved and protected for the use and benefit of all of our people. The 
biological characteristic of our rivers exemplified by our fish and wildlife using 
the same are valuable contributions to the culture of mankind, for which it is 
worth conserving some of the desirable environment for the special purposes 
of fish and wildlife propagation. It is never progress of a people, to destroy in 
the process that which makes their environment a desirable place to live. This 
principle has often been lost sight of in the view that progress must necessarily 
eliminate the fish and wildlife, and such viewpoint is wrong. S. 1420, which 
imposes congressional surveillance over the Federal Power Commission’s right 
to license dam projects, with a view to evaluation of the fish and wildlife re- 
source involved toward the end of its protection, preservation, and enhancement 
in the public interest, is a highly desirable objective in which Congress can well 
be concerned in the resultant benefit to the people. Past experience has demon- 
strated that the Federal Power Commission has not exhibited great conscience 
so far as the biological aspects of our waterways is concerned, and it is most 
proper that Congress should place its hand in this field through such a law 
as S. 1420 as amended. Enactment by Congress of this measure would certainly 
be appreciated. 

Also under consideration at this hearing, is Senate bill 2586, introduced by 
Senator Church, for himself, and Senator Neuberger, providing for the status 
quo regarding dam size obstructions in the migratory path of anadromous fish 
using the Salmon River spawning area. This proposal is another progressive 
forward step in recognition of the importance of salmon and steelhead trout 
making their long journeys from the recesses of the Pacific Ocean to the inland 
streams of Idaho, there to spawn and propagate their species, which can go on 
in perpetuity if mankind wisely will give them the advantage of decent environ- 
ment, which can be resultant joy to many generations yet to come. This gen- 
eration would be derelict in its duty if it permitted the loss of the salmon and 
steelhead fishery which annually ascend into the upper reaches of the Salmon 
River in Idaho for the sake of kilowatts of hydroelectric power that could be 
produced in the fish’s migration route to and from the Salmon River. These 
great fish have demonstrated such capability that in the fact of increasing dam 
obstruction, depletion of waterflows to irrigation, and excessive pollution of the 
waters over the past several years, that the trend-count curve, made from count- 
ing figures at Bonneville, McNary, and the Dalles Dams, show a consistently 
steady incline, even with the vastly increased pressure on the species by com- 
mercial and sport fishing. To keep these fish coming for posterity is one of the 
great responsibilities of our time, and this measure, introduced by Senator 
Church, is designed to carry out that responsibility. Such recognition by many 
of our U.S. Congressmen is splendid, and of far-reaching significance in progres- 
sive enlightened thinking for truly public benefit. 

Surely it is desirable to produce hydroelectric power from our rivers, but the 
dams should be of proper size and in proper places, with full recognition of the 
important fishery’s resources which must share in proper evaluation the uses of 
the waters. To consider such a splendid resource as the anadromous fishery of 
the Salmon River as being expendable in favor of hydroelectric power, reclama- 
tion, or other such uses, would be wrong, and some of the hydroelectric power 
potential of our Northwest rivers must be relinquished for the benefits to be 
derived from preservation and continuation and enhancement of the fisheries 
involved. The Army engineers’ prognosis of the power picture as of 2025, shows 
that with full development on the Columbia, hydroelectric power would only 
approximate two-elevenths of the total needed electric power. What a foolish 
sacrifice it would be to stop the salmon and steelhead in the Columbia that run 
to the Salmon River, for such full development for 65 years for that percentage 
of the power needed by the people then, when these fish could be supplying them 
benefits for hundreds and thousands of years yet to come. 
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2586 is certainly a forward step in the right direction, and its approval by 
Congress will be demonstrative of recognition of the trust our Federal Govern- 
ment has of our transitory natural resources to manage them in the public 
welfare. I thank you for this opportunity to present these views to the 
committee. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Jones, who will be followed by Mr. Owens 
and Mr. Hutchinson. 

Mr. Hutcurnson. Mr. Huse advises me that he put his statement 
in and so Mr. Lorenz will be followed by Hugh A. Wilson. 

The Chairman does not intend hereafter to give the organizational 
affiliation of any witness. Let them do that for themselves. 

You can read your statement, Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Barrierr. That doesn’t mean you are going to get away 
from here in a hurry. 

Mr. Jones. I thought it might be well—my name is Franklin Jones, 
My address is 1304 Eastman Street, Boise, Idaho. 

This statement is being presented as a citizen of Idaho, and I think 
it is rather different from many of the other statements in the fact 
that I have no job depending on this statement. Iam here as a free- 
lance interest of the natural resources that we have in the State of 
Idaho. 

Regarding the Senate concurrent resolution, I don’t know when I 
prepared this that you would consider amendments and so on. I 
would like to say in brief that the moratorium portion of that reso- 
lution is objectionable. That the efforts to study and learn about the 
passage of fish is highly desirable and should be commended. 

Another bill providing ways and means to do this would be very 
welcome. 

Senate bill 1420 will provide a safeguard that is greatly needed 
and certainly should be approved. 

I only wish there was some way that similar safety measures could 
be applied to the Army engineers. 

Regarding Senate bill 2586, that is certainly a step in the right 
direction and should be approved. I feel that this is the first time 
that we have had a real objective approach to a much-needed protec- 
tion measure in the State of Idaho. This is not like the Ten Com- 
mandments, don’t do this and don’t do that. It is finally saying there 
is something that we can do that will be useful and helpful and I 
appreciate it, Mr. Church. 

It is true that on every dam there is a potential loss. Particularly 
on the downstream migrants. It is estimated roughly around 10 per- 
cent at each dam. Therefore a series of dams would be har mful, and 
I am sure that steps would be taken under the measures of this pro- 
posed bill to protect that type of loss. 

A sanctuary for salmon in the Salmon River is highly desirable for 

arious reasons, and I would like at this time to say that from an 
observer’s standpoint, who has extensively canvassed around the 
State of Idaho from the Indian reservation down in the Duck Valley 
in the lowest south end of Idaho up to the extreme ends of Selway to 
Clearwater, the consensus of opinion is that we need not only the pro- 
tection that is mentioned in this proposed bill, but it should be ex- 
tended to give us the benefit of that type of protection in other waters 
as well as down on the Snake. 
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Senator Barrierr. Does that conclude your statement? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you, Mr. Jones, and the statement which 
you have written out will of course appear in full text. 

I have no questions. I want to thank you for appearing. 

Senator Church ? 

Senator Cnurcn. I want to thank Mr. Jones. I appreciate your 
support for the Salmon River bill. 

Senator Barrierr. Mrs. Pfost ? 

Mrs. Prosr. No questions. 

Senator Barrterr. Mr. Anderson has no questions. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you, Senator. 

(Full statement follows :) 

I am Franklin Jones, making this statement as a citizen in the interest of 
public welfare insofar as it affects conservation of natural resources. 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 implies a beneficial purpose but fails to 
provide either the machinery or the time to accomplish what it is supposed to do. 
Iam a devout believer in the abilities of experts, and also in a Supreme Being. 

Regarding the Supreme Being I do not think He can make a 2-year old calf in 
2 minutes; neither do I think the experts can study and solve the problem of 
the life cycle on methods of handling salmon in a period between June 30, 1961, 
and June 30, 1964. This proposition looks like lip service to me, and therefore 
as much as I desire a dedicated study of the salmon problem, I feel that this 
resolution resembles the well-known “red herring” and should not be approved. 

Another bill providing ways and means and time to do the job would be 
welcome. 

Senate bill 1420 will provide a safeguard that is greatly needed and certainly 
should be approved. I wish there was some way that similar safety measures 
could be applied to the Army engineers. 

Senate bill 2586 is a step in the right direction and should be approved. It 
just does not go far enough. It is a known fact that nearly 10 percent loss of 
salmon exists between each dam on the upstream trip, and more than that 
on the downstream trips, even on dams no higher than those on the Columbia 
River. A sanctuary for salmon on Salmon River is needed until safe methods 
are developed for their safe passage. 

Thank you for this opportunity to present my views. 

Respectfully, 
FRANKLIN JONES. 

Senator Bart err. Mr. Wilson, please. 

Mr. Barnes. Senator, first of all I would like to say that I am ap- 
pearing for the Idaho State Chamber of Commerce instead of Mr. 
Wilson. 

Senator Bartierr. All right. 

Mr. Barnes. My name is A. L. Barnes. I live in Lewiston, Idaho. 
I am the president of the ERB Hardware Co., and I am here as presi- 
dent of the Idaho State Chamber of Commerce. 

[ appreciate the opportunity to appear before you. You stated that 
if we had anything that was over a page we couldn’t read it. 

Senator Bartierr. Go ahead. 

Mr. Barnes. I have a page and one-half. That is double spaced. 

Senator Barrierr. You may proceed. 

ete is 

Mr. Barnes. This is directed to the Honorable EF. L. Bartlett, Sen- 
ate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Lewiston, Idaho. 

The executive committee of the Idaho State Chamber of Com- 
merce has authorized this statement and has requested that it be 
entered for the record in the hearing to be conducted at Lewiston, 
Idaho, November 12, 1959. 
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It is our understanding that two proposals are to be considered at 
the above hearing; namely, 8. 2568, by Senator Church of Idaho, 
and Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, by Senator Magnuson, of 
Washington. 

We can see no objection to S. 2586, but oppose, without qualifica- 
tion, Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

To substantiate our position with respect to the measures under 
consideration here, it should be pointed out that it has been the long- 
established policy of the Idaho State Chamber of Commerce to ad- 
vocate and support comprehensive and integrated development of 
all natural resources in Idaho and the region. 

The Pacific Northwest States are in a critical period of their his- 
tory. It is a recognized fact that the region is experiencing dramatic 
increases in population and markets. Industries are expanding— 
and must continue to expand—accordingly. ‘Therefore, an adequate 
supply of power from year to year is one of the integral parts of 
orderly development. 

In the immediate years ahead, we must continue to rely upon our 
water resources for the generation of power. The timetable for de- 
velopment, dictated by the dynamic economy of the region, cannot 
be disrupted for even as much as 5 years. 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 seeks to impose a delay of 5 
years on any authorization under the provisions of the Federal Power 
Act as they would relate to certain stretches of the middle Snake 
River. Such a delay would be for the purpose of undertaking a pro- 
gram to increase the crop of anadromous fish. 

But governmental agencies and private interests have, for many 
years, recognized the need for sustaining and improving the anadro- 
mous fish run in the Columbia River Basin. They have maintained 
vigorous fisheries research programs and there are adequate safe- 
guards at regional State and local levels to insure the continuation 
of such programs. 

Certainly, fisheries research holds a recognized place in any orderly 
scheme of development of all of the region’s natural resources, but 
only if it complements—and does not displace—other phases of re- 
source development. 

Senator Bartrierr. Thank you, Mr. Barnes. It is obvious, of 
course, that. Mr. Bowler did not represent the Idaho State Chamber 
of Commerce. We are grateful to you for the submission from the 
executive committee and I will ask Mrs, Pfost if she has any questions. 

Mrs. Prost. No questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Barrterr. Mr. Anderson ? 

Mr. Anperson. No questions. 

Senator Bartrierr. Senator Church ? 

Senator Cuurcn. No questions. We appreciate your being here 
Mr. Barnes, and giving us the benefit. of the views of the shiidiber. 

Senator Bartierr. It follows, of course, that you have no opinion to 
express on S. 1420, because that wasn’t mentioned in your statement 
and apparently you didn’t even know it was to be taken up now. 

Mr. Barnes. I did know, but we have no statement to make on that. 

Senator Bartierr. If you do in the next month, say, and want to 
comment, send your statement to Mr. Huse in Washington and it will 
be incorporated in the record. 
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Mr. Barnes. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Bartierr. Now, Mr. Lorenz, please. ; 

Mr. Lorenz. My name is E. V. Lorenz. I am a businessman in 
Lewiston for 25 years. Prior to that time I spent a number of years 
in engineering and construction work on the Columbia and its tribu- 
taries. 

Since being in Lewiston I have been active in programs to develop 
this part of the State. At the present time I am chairman of the 
chamber of commerce waterways committee, which is presenting this 
resolution for the chamber. I am president of the Port of Lewiston, 
Idaho’s only seaport, and president of Lower Snake River Ports As- 
sociation; also a director of the Inland Empire Waterways Associ- 
ation. Incidentally, these jobs pay no money but they will develop 
our area. 

On these bills, the chamber of commerce has taken an action sup- 
porting 2586, and I would like to commend Senator Church. This is 
about the first positive legislation that we have had concerning anad- 
romous fish. Most of the legislation that we have enjoyed has been 
like the Ten Commandments, “you shall not,” and with the majority 
of the larger part of the run of salmon and steelhead spawning in 
the Salmon River, we feel definitely that this is a very good bit of 
legislation. 

On the Concurrent Resolution 35, we oppose any moratorium on the 
middle Snake River. It is our feeling that a 5-year period or a 10- 
year period is not the answer to it. 

In 1922 and 1923, as a matter of fact, I was resident engineer on 
a hydroelectric development. in Hood River in Oregon. We put ina 
fish ladder and the Federal fishermen and the State fishermen came 
in at the time and looked at it and approved it tentatively. They 
said that we are carrying on this very intense study on the Salmon, 
and you may have to change it, and that was 37 years ago, and the 
study is still going on. 

We feel that a continuation of this study in the middle Salmon will 
certainly act to the detriment of the development of this part of 
Idaho. 

On bill No. 1420, I think there may be some revision since this copy 
of the bill we have. However, it is the general feeling as far as we 
could determine that with two governmental agencies calling the 
shots on development we will get into the same type of hassle we 
are in on the missile program. The Department of Interior has the 
right to sit in and help formulate policies with the Federal Power 
Commission, but we are apprehensive if they get in with an equal 
voice in developments that we are going to be retarded directly in this 
area. Iam referring particularly to Bruce’s Eddy Dam. 

This structure—this development has been approved by General 
Itschner of the Army Engineers. We feel that it is a needed develo 
ment for this area, and for that reason we are opposing S. 1420. The 
resolution you will include in the minutes. 

Senator Bartierr. Let the resolution be included, and we thank 
you Mr. Lorenz for your testimony. 

Senator Church, do you have any questions? 
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Senator Cuurcu. I just want to extend my thanks, too, to the wit- 
ness. I appreciate very much the support he has given the Salmon 
River bill. 

Senator Bartierr. Congresswoman Pfost ? 

Mrs. Prosr. No questions. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Anderson. 

Mr. Anperson. No questions. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you, sir. 

(Resolution follows :) 


WATERWAYS COMMITTEE, LEWISTON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 9, 1959. 

Whereas a subcommittee of the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee 
of the U.S. Senate is to hold a hearing at Lewiston, Idaho, on the 12th of No- 
vember 1959, with reference to legislation introduced in the Senate during the 
86th Congress, Ist session, more particularly described as 8. 1420, Senate Con 
current Resolution 35, and 8S. 2586; and 

Whereas the Lewiston Chamber of Commerce feels that a moratorium on 
construction of dams on the middle Snake River would not only delay, un- 
necessarily, development of the water resources of that stretch of the river, 
but would also be opposed to the best public interest. 

Whereas the Lewiston Chamber of Commerce is also concerned with the 
effect that the passage of these bills would have on appropriations for the 
construction of dams on the lower Snake River already authorized by Con- 
gress, and/or under construction, including Ice Harbor, lower Monumental, 
lower Granite and Little Goose projects ; and 

Whereas the Lewiston Chamber of Commerce is interested in the preserva- 
tion of anadromous fish spawning areas in the tributaries of the Columbia 
River ; and 

Whereas the Waterways Committee of the Lewiston Chamber of Commerce 
has studied the legislation above referred to and reported its recommendations 
to the Board of Directors of the Lewiston Chamber of Commerce: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Board of Directors of the Lewiston Chamber of Commerce, 
in regular meeting held at Lewiston, Idaho, this 9th day of November 1959, 
does hereby approve the purpose set forth in S. 2586, and does hereby oppose 
passage of 8S. 1420 and Senate Concurrent Resolution 35; be it further 

Resolved, That a duly authorized representative of the Lewiston Chamber of 
Commerce shall present at the hearing in Lewiston, Idaho, the 12th day of Novem- 
ber 1959, a copy of this resolution and that copies shall be sent to all members of 
the Idaho congressional delegation, as well as the Governor of the State of Idaho. 

Attest : November 9, 1959. 

[SEAL] 

LEWISTON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
J. Harry HUvuGHEs, 
Managing Secretary. 

Senator Barrietrr. Now, Mr. Glaze, followed by Mr. Switzer and 
Lowell Johnson. 

Mr. Guaze. Senator Bartlett, members of the committee, my name 
is Henry Glaze. My mailing address is West 1024 Riverside Avenue, 
Spok ane, Wash., and I am a resident of Spok: ane. However, I am ap- 
pearing here and speaking for the Spokane Chamber of Commerce. I 
am a vice president of that organization. 

I will summarize my statement. because it is over one page, sir. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, sir, 

Mr. Guaze. Members of the Spokane Chamber of Commerce have 
a great interest in legislation affecting the resources of the Pacific 
Northwest. The welfare of Spokane ‘and the inland empire is de- 
pendent on the wise utilization of these resources. They appreciate 
this opportunity to appear before the committee and present their 
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views on one of the area’s most valuable resources—the Columbia 
River and its tributaries. 

The Spokane Chamber of Commerce has long supported the orderly 
development of multipurpose projects in the entire Columbia Basin. 
The chamber officers repeatedly have urged project construction by 
non-Federal agencies whenever possible, and by Federal agencies when 
private companies and local agencies lack the ability to construct 
them. ; 

Both the population and the power requirements of the Pacific 
Northwest. are growing rapidly and there is every reason to believe 
that they will continue to grow at an accelerated rate. This was 
stressed in our June 28, 1956, statement submitted to the Federal 
Power Commission in its hearing in Lewiston on the application of 
the Pacific Northwest Power Co., at which time we stated : 

The population of the Pacific Northwest is growing rapidly. The city of 
Spokane is typical. Its population has increased from 122,001 in 1940 to 161,721 
in 1950, and to 186,000 today. There is every reason to believe that the popula- 
tion of the entire Pacific Northwest will continue to grow at a rate comparable to 
this recent rate of growth of Spokane. At the same time, the power require 
ments of the area will increase even more rapidly. Power authorities recognize 
this. The Bonneville Power Administration, in its 1954 advance program, states: 

“On the basis of cooperative studies with non-Federal utilities. BPA estimates 
that in the decade 1953-63 power requirements in the west group of the North- 
west Power Pool will rise at a greater rate than in the Nation as a whole. 
Loads, excluding new electroprocess industries, are expected to jump from 29.5 
billion kilowatt-hours in 19538 to 58 billion kilowatt-hours in 19638, or 7 percent 
annually. If potential requirements of electroprocess industries (which, inci- 
dentally, now directly provide over 5 percent of total payrolls in the Pacific 
Northwest) were included in the BPA estimate, the overall rate of growth would 
be 11 percent annually rather than 7 percent.” 

To meet this great demand, the Spokane chamber believes that the resources 
of private companies, local districts, and Federal agencies must all be called 
upon. Even then we believe they will be taxed to the utmost. By pooling their 
resources in the Pacific Northwest Power Co. the private companies can make 
their maximum contribution. 

The Spokane Chamber of Commerce believes that the development 
of the middle Snake River should be continued and that it can best be 
done by private agencies. The officers believe that the high Mountain 
Sheep Dam can be built with no threat to the salmon resources. They 
recognize that the Salmon River is a major salmon spawning stream 
and that further studies should be made before any dam is constructed 
that will directly affect the Salmon River. For that reason our offi- 
cers do not believe it is practical to construct a high dam in the middle 
Snake below the mouth of the Salmon River. They do believe, how- 
ever, that the construction of the high Mountain Sheep Dam just 
above the mouth of the Salmon is entirely practical, will not be a 
threat to salmon migration, and will be needed to satisfy power de- 
mands of the Pacific Northwest by 1965. 

They believe that present projects, plus those under construction, 
will provide adequate power supplies for the next 5 years, but that 
additional projects must be constructed and in production to supply 
power needs thereafter. 

Because of this need, the Spokane Chamber of Commerce opposes 
legislation such as Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 which would 
prohibit the construction of any dam on the middle Snake River for 
approximately 5 years. Our officers urge that no restrictions be placed 
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on the Federal Power Commission which would prevent the Commis- 
sion from granting a license for the construction of the high Moun- 
tain Sheep Dam at an early date. We believe that the construction of 
this dam is essential and is consistent with the sound comprehensive 
development of the Columbia River Basin. We respectfully urge that 
the Congress not impose a moratoriuim on its development. 

Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Bartierr. We are glad to have this expression from the 
Spokane Chamber of Commerce, Mr. Glaze, and I think it is splendid 
that you, as a representative of a larger city should come to Lewiston 
instead of the other way around. | hope you will agree with us that 
it ought to be done this way occasionally. 

Mr. Guaze. I do indeed. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you. 

Senator Church, do you have any questions ? 

Senator Cuurcn. No questions. 

Senator Bartierr. Congresswoman Pfost. 

Mrs. Prost. No questions. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Anderson. 

Mr. ANpERSON. No questions. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Switzer, please. 

Mr. Swirzer. My name is William Switzer. I am a director of the 
Washington State Sportsmen’s Council, which has 150 member clubs 
approximately, representing 20,000 sportsmen in the State of Wash- 
ington. They are the organized sportsmen of the State. 

We are in full accord with the provisions of Senate bill 2586. We 
wished it had eliminated the 100-foot dams. It didn’t. We must 
support it in this way because it is one of the best things for us. 

Similarly on Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, we would like to 
see that approved indefinitely, but since it can’t be approved indefi- 
nitely we would like to see it stopped for now, because a short-range 
moratorium cannot do us any good. Weare afraid that it would cause 
power losses that we need in the next few years without solving 
anything that soon. 

The one bill that we have sought for a long time is the provisions of 
Senate bill 1420. We are told that it is poor organization to give an 
agency like the Federal Power Commission a job to do and then tie 
their hands with restrictions such as this bill seeks. However, that 
agency has demonstrated to us in W ee that it goes ahead 
yretty straghtforward in their own way. I don’t think any sportsman 
in Washington that has looked at the lower Columbia River sanctuary 
feels any different. There we had a sanctuary established by State 
law. The Federal dam-building agencies were respecting the sanctu- 
ary, and the Federal and State agencies were doing everything — 
could to build those fish runs up to a maximum. Yet. the Federal 
Power Commission went right ahead and granted a license for the 
Cowlitz dams. 

We don’t believe that a group dedicated solely to power should 
decide this power question. We wish very much that on the really 
controversial ones that the entire Congress could do this. 

I will summarize by saying that the other part of this fight that we 
are interested in, we are fully i in accord with the proposal to build the 
high Mountain Sheep Dam. We would be even more in accord if 
we could have S. 1420 along with it for protection. 
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Mr. Bowler, without collaboration has echoed my sentiments almost 
entirely. Thank you. 

I have one resolution that I have been asked to submit. This is 
one from the Pacific Northwest Conservation Council meeting in 
May in Missoula. In summary it opposes Nez Perce Dam and asks 
for full support for early construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam. 
I would like to submit it to the Secretary. 


Senator Bartierr. That will be included immediately following 
your remarks. 

Mrs. Pfost, do you have any questions ? 

Mrs. Prost. No questions. 

Mr. Anperson. No questions. 

Senator Cuurcu. No questions. 


Senator BarrLerr. One question and one suggestion, Mr. Switzer. 
Perhaps you stated this already and I missed it. 

How many people are in the Washington State Sportsmen’s 
Council ? 

Mr. Swirzer. There are between 150 and 160 member clubs. This 
aries according to how hot the issues are. They will run anywhere 
from 1,500 to 25,000 in number of sportsmen. 

Senator Bartterr. Will you not give your personal mailing address, 
so you will be sure to get a copy. 

Mr. Swirzer. 97 Waldron Street, Richland, Wash. 

(The full statement follows :) 


My name is Bill Switzer. I am currently a director of the Washington State 
Sportsmen’s Council and for several years was chairman of its steelhead com- 
mittee. The council is a delegate body representing most of the sportsmen’s 
clubs of Washington State, approximately 150 of them. From this organization, 
to my knowledge you have or will hear from only three other representatives. 
We have limited our participation only to save you time since we are vitally 
interested and concerned in these proceedings. 

The Washington sportsmen have in convention considered several resolutions 
pertinent to the bills. I will describe them in essence in these remarks but they 
have been submitted in text at Astoria by our secretary. 

In Seattle last March, the council passed a resolution asking for a full fish 
sanctuary on the Salmon, the Clearwater, and the Grand Ronde Rivers. At 
Longview in September we approved the provisions of S. 2586 but suggested 
amendment to strengthen the nature of the Salmon River as a sanctuary. AS 
now written, the bill would encourage immediate construction of 100-foot dams 
on the Salmon and we are opposed to it. 

The provisions of S. 1420 have long been sought by us. We are told that it 
is poor organization to give an agency like the Federal Power Commission a 
job to do and then tie their hands by a restriction such as this bill seeks. 
However, when that agency has demonstrated that it will authorize power dams 
without due consideration of other values it has perhaps too much authority. 
It is part of our American system to have suitable checks and balances. Ap- 
proval of the Cowlitz dams was an example of driving ahead without consider- 
ation. There we had a sanctuary established by State law, the Federal dam 
building agencies were respecting it, and the Federal and State agencies were 
actively trying to enhance fish runs in it to compensate for losses above Grand 
Coulee Dam—and yet, the Federal Power Commission, in a flagrant display of 
willfulness, ignored all this and granted a license anyway. We don’t believe 
that a group dedicated solely to power production should be in a position to 
ignore completely all the other considerations. 

In September the convention refused to pass a resolution that supported the 
moratorium bill, Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, even if the time limitation 
were removed. While any delay in dam construction in the middle Snake 
would save many fish that much longer, it was our considered view that an 
indefinite moratorium would never pass in Congress. A short-range moratorium 
would cause power losses needlessly since no responsible fish authority expects 
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a successful solution to passage problems in just 4 years. For now, we must 
assume that a high dam will eliminate fish runs above it permanently and we 
must support the least damaging alternates for construction now. 

This year the council also passed a resolution opposing any high dam 
construction that would block the Salmon River runs. Thus although we did 
not specifically endorse the high Mountain Sheep proposal—we can’t endorse 
anything that will kill a single fish—we said that we would not oppose it. We 
are not and do not wish to be involved in the public versus private power 
fight. We have found, in some instances however, that the Federal agencies 
are more sensitive to public feeling. However, in this instance we favor the 
high Mountain Sheep proposal by a private company over other alternates for 
this region, but we feel that we still need S. 1420 for protection. 

In summary, we would like to see as much of these migratory fish preserved 
as possible. If after really serious consideration, it is significantly better for 
the public that a dam be built, then let it be. We don’t want the stopping of 
a project of unquestioned economic value on our conscience. We don’t want a 
major flood disaster on our conscience. But our representatives in government 
similarly shouldn’t want destruction of the fish resources of this region on 
their conscience unless there is no way out. And there is a way out because 
there are always less damaging alternates. We submit that the esthetic and 
economic value of the fish runs to the public, if accounted for in the choice of 
dams, can tip the scales so that the least harmful ones are chosen. 





RESOLUTION No. 13 ADOPTED BY THE PAcIFIC NORTHWEST CONSERVATION COUNCIL, 
May 3, 1959, MissouLta, Mon’. 


Whereas the Pacific Northwest Conservation Council is composed of sports- 
minded citizens from Montana, Idaho, Washington, and Oregon, who are 
dedicated to the conservation and betterment of the fish and game resources of 
the Pacific Northwest; and 

Whereas at the same time the organization’s members who earn their 
livelihood in the region recognize the need for a proper program of river 
development for power, flood control, and navigation ; and 

Whereas it is possible, with sincere effort and cooperation, to achieve both 
goals of economic development and preservation of irreplaceable fish and 
wildlife resources ; and 

Whereas there are alternate plans of development of the Columbia River 
and its tributaries, with some plans threatening less danger than others to the 
fisheries resource; and 

Whereas this organization has investigated the several plans and desires 
to express approval or disapproval ; and 

Whereas the middle Snake River area is the most critical because of the 
Salmon River which is the last great remaining salmon and steelhead spawn- 
ing tributary : and 

Whereas any plans including the Nez Perce project on the Snake below 
the Salmon, no matter how long delayed, would be of irreparable detriment 
to nearly a third of the entire Columbia River sports and commercial fish- 
ery; and 

Whereas the High Mountain Sheep project recommended by the north 
Pacifie division engineer of the U.S. Army Engineer Corps, would affect only 
the now-unblocked Imnaha River which supports less than 3 percent of the total 
run: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Pacific Northwest Conservation Council opposes any 
further consideration of Nez Perce by any agency now or after any wait- 
ing period whatsoever ; and be it further 

Resolved, That our full support be given to the early construction of High 
Mountain Sheep: Provided, however, That adequate fish passage facilities to 
handle the Imnaha River migrants are studied and approved by responsible 
State and Federal fish and wildlife agencies. 

The Secretary is instructed to forward this resolution to Maj. Gen. Wal- 
ter K. Wilson, Jr., chairman, Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, 
Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army, Tempo © Building, Second and Q Streets 
SW.. Washington, D.C.. with copies to Col. Allen F. Clark, Jr., north Pa- 
cific division engineer, U.S. Army Engineer district, Corps of Engineers, 628 
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Pittock Block, Portland, Oreg.; and ali members of the congressional dele- 
gation of Montana, Idaho, Washington, and Oregon. 

Senator Barrierr. Now Mr. Lowell Johnson is next. 

Mr. Jounson. My name is Lowell Johnson. I am chairman of the 
steelhead committee of the Washington State Sportsmen’s Council. 
My home address is 1234 Gowan, Richland, Wash. 

Tn the interest of time I would just like to summarize my comments. 

First is that I presume that the committee, the full committee, will 
review fully the 308 report, and I would like to particularly call 
attention to appendix (D), part III, which covers the comments by 
the fish and wildlife services and the various State and fish and game 
groups. 

With reference to Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35, as stated 
ae e by sportsmen, we oppose the moratorium aspect. Of course, 
we are always in favor of research. 

One item that. I would like to call attention to today, that I don’t 
think has been brought out, is that in any new type of endeavor or 
new development, that there is always a lapse of time between the 
laboratory and getting a product or a new item on the market, so that 
since we are not even through the laboratory stage yet of proving the 

various aspects of suce essfully passing fish under ail these conditions, 
certainly 5 years is very inadequate. I would like to also call your 
attention in retrospect that we have had Bonneville for say roughly 
20 years and still we have—we are actually just beginning to appre- 
ciate all the problems in connection with it. So that unless there is 
a major breakthrough in this fish passage problem, both upstream 
and downstream, it looks like that we are talking sometime down the 
road before we have the answer to all these problems. 

As another aspect to this thing that I would like to call to the 
committee’s attention, too, that always not after you have a facility or 
a development afield, ‘there alw: ays comes a pel riod of operating experi- 
ence or shakedown until you have it functioning smoothly. -So that 
always adds up to more time. From that point of view we do not feel 
that there will be—that the power demands would not await all these 
solutions so that we are opposed to Concurrent Resolution 35. 

As Mr. Switzer has said, we are heartily in favor of Senator Neu- 
berger’s bill 1420 and also Mr. Holland, as secretary of our council, 
covered this in more detail at your Astoria meeting. 

With reference to Senator Church’s 2586, we are very grateful for 
this type of legislation. We hope that—for its early adoption. I 
want to commend Senator Church for his attitude on a number of 
constructive suggestions and possibly amendments that have been 
offered for this bill to date. We hope that they are incorporated. 

We hope also that as we look down the road there will be more of 
these we can look—we can look for more of these drainages and could 
see more of these sanctuaries. Perhaps this is one way of having fish 
and also power at the same time. 

With that I want to thank the committee for being here and I would 
like to observe this one point personally, that I have been in Wash- 
ington State now 16 years, I came from the Middle West, and one 
reason I am in conservation work is that I have seen back in the 
Middle West where we do not have these resources, that you do out 





452 COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN FISHERY RESOURCES 


here in the West, and, therefore, that I want to do my part as a 
citizen to not only preserve them but to see that they are developed. 

With that I wish to thank you. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Johnson we are glad to have this further 
contribution from the Washington State Sportsmen’s Council as given 
by you. 

Senator Church ? 

Senator Cuurcu. Well, Mr. Chairman, I have no questions, but 
I would like to comment that it has been my observation through the 
day that many spokesmen from—representing many private fish and 
wildlife groups and outdoor groups have given their endorsement to 
this Salmon River bill. Iam very ple: ased that this is so, and I only 
wish that we had the same position taken by the fish and wildlife 
commission of the State itself, because it seems to reflect the thinking 
of the citizens who are concerned with the fish and wildlife problem. 

(Full statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF LOWELL S. JOHNSON, CHAIRMAN, STEELHEAD COMMITTEE, WASH- 
INGTON STATE SPORTSMEN’S COUNCIL, PRESENTED AT LEWISTON, IDAHO, NOVEM- 
BER 12, 1959 


My name is Lowell Johnson. I am chairman of the steelhead committee of the 
Washington State Sportsmen’s Council. 

Nearly everthing that I might say here today in urging consideration for the 
fish runs of the middle Snake River has already been well considered by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. It is all published in the “Revised 308 Report” 
but is buried in the back part of volume IV of this five thick volume report. 
I would like to call your attention to certain passages from the Fish and 
Wildlife Service discussion. We are in full accord with these authoritative 
views. 

Table II on page 9 shows the annual value of the Columbia River fish harvest 
as over $17 million, including a sports fishing annual value of over $5 million. 
It states this estimate as conservative. Paragraph 56 describes the very exten- 
sive work outside of the fish-passage problem that is being done to preserve and 
enhance these fishery resources through stream improvement and hatchery 
activities. 

Paragraph 208 discloses that the Salmon River is the most important single 
stream to the fish runs of the Columbia River. 

Paragraph 207 in the first sentence states “No satisfactory solution to the 
problem of passage of downstream migrants, especially at high head dams, has 
been resolved to date.” 

Paragraph 201 says that “although adverse effects to fish and wildlife re- 
sources would occur, development of Asotin, Mountain Sheep, and Pieanaat 
Valley project with the exclusion of Nez Perce, Lower Canyon, and Wenoha 
projects would be far less detrimental and would allow compensating measures 
to offset losses.” 

The general recommendations of the Fish and Wildlife Service are given as 
paragraph 72. All of their general recommendations seem to us as quite impor- 
tant and highly significant. However, we would like to quote just two: 

Item (5) says, “That wherever possible those projects having the least harmful 
effects and the greatest benefits to fish and wildlife be considered for development 
ahead of those less favorable to fish and wildlife.” 

Item (6) says, “That full consideration be given in each project for the 
mitigation, protection, and utilization of fish and wildlife resources as may 
be recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the director of the 
responsible State conservation agency.” 

To the direct quoting of the Fish and Wildlife Service to outline our views, 
I might add a few comments. It’s too bad that you aren’t here over a weekend 
to see the tremendous interest of the people of Lewiston and Clarkston in the 
steelhead fishing right here. Yes, these people are interested in jobs and progress 
but they are also interested in outdoor living and recreation. They can have 
both. We are spinning our wheels if we build projects to get power benefits 
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but which destroy other benefits. It is not progress to take values away from 
one group of people and give them to another. Thus we favor legislation that 
before dam construction will require approvals by the Interior Department 
and responsible State fish and game agencies. We believe that it is not necessary 
to have dams blocking the Salmon, Grande Ronde, and all the Clearwater Rivers. 
We are unalterably opposed to Nez Perce Dam. 

Senator Bartietr. Mr. Anderson, did you have any questions that 
you wanted to ask Mr. Johnson ? 

Mr. Anperson. No questions. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Tuttle. We are glad to have you here. 


STATEMENT OF LYNN TUTTLE, 908 10TH STREET, CLARKSTON, 
WASH., CHAIRMAN, IDAHO, OREGON, WASHINGTON, HELLS 
CANYON ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Turrie. My name is Lynn Tuttle, 908 10th Street, Clarkston, 
Wash. Ihave been raised in this general area here. 

I have always been interested in river development. I am the 
chairman of the Idaho, Oregon, Washington, Hells Canyon Associa- 
tion. Iam inthe real estate and farming business. 

I had quite a lot to say but I will cut it short. 

Our Hells Canyon Association is in favor of the moratorium and 
more or less opposed to the other two resolutions there on the docket. 

We think that the fish problem can be solved without too much 
difficulty, and that we can have the river for full development for 
navigation and for fish and for recreation and for water storage. 

Our storage is of vital importance, not only from the standpoint 
of the generation of power, the contribution to the lower dams in the 
area, but because as our civilization gets a little more dense out here, 
the population increases, we are going to have problems of more waste 
going into the river from industry and sewage disposal, and we must 
keep up that flow of the river both to protect. fishlife and to keep it 
fairly sanitary for other purposes and even for industry. 

I think either the Washington Water Power or the Northwest 
Power Co. has a very good plan there for collecting the fish. I was 
skeptical at the last hearing about their getting down to the river 
below the dam before the water got too hot, but I am not sure now but 
what that can be accomplished. In fact, I can think of several ways 
that it could be accomplished providing the original intake of water 
did get too warm for them. 

I think the same principle would apply to the Salmon River, that 
they can work there, it will be little bigger basis, but the cost per fish 
considering the greater run in the Salmon will probably be consider- 
ably less. 

What I would like to see is to have a resurvey of that stretch of the 
river between river mile 180 or preferably dint this way a little 
farther up to the 273 river mile. That would be just at the base of 
the Oxbow Dam. Then I would like to see an engineering study made 
to raise the Nez Perce Dam by 208 feet, which would give a dam 823 
feet high to store 12 to 15 billion acre-feet of water and generate or be 
responsible for the generation of probably 4 million kilowatts of 
power. 
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We don’t have engineering data on that because there has been no 
engineering study on it. It has been considered and some ideas put 
forth on it, , but 1 think there should be a resur vey of that whole stretch 
of the river in order to determine the most feasible and economic 
means of development. The Mountain Sheep Dam doesn’t seem to 
fit in with that program. 

I think that is about all that I have to say at this time. I will 
submit the papers later. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, Mr. Tuttle, and you certainly will 
have the privilege of filing a summary statement in writing later if 
you so desire. 

Mr. Turrie. Thank you very much. 

Senator Bartrierr. Mr. Anderson, do you have any questions? 

There are no questions. 

Now, the next witness will be Mayor Spencer Lewis, of Moscow, 
who will be followed by Mr. Eaton and Bernard Thomas. 

We are happy to see you here, Mr. Mayor. 


STATEMENT OF SPENCER LEWIS, MAYOR OF MOSCOW, IDAHO 


Mr. Lewis. My name is Spencer Lewis. I am mayor of the city 
of Moscow. 

First, I want to thank you for taking the time, you and your 
committee, to take the time to hold this hearing. It gives us a 
feeling that you do have our interests at heart. 

I have also summarized these two pages so that it will only take 
me a few minutes to give the report, 

I appreciate this opportunity to express my personal thinking 
which you might expect has to do with tax dollars. 

I am quite certain the same can be said for all other interested 
citizens appearing in opposition to the proposed moratorium on de- 
velopment of the Snake River, because I feel it would also be a 
moratorium, or delay, in the orderly economic development of the 
State of Idaho. 

A strong believer in our private enterprise system, I could find 
many reasons for opposing any proposal that is designed to further 
public power development at the expense of private power devel- 
opment. 

I would like to pomt out to you one reason why I favor private 
development of Idaho's water resources whenever possible. 

I refer to the Cabinet Gorge hydroelectric plant owned by the Wash- 
ington Water Power Co. in Bonner County. You have heard previous 
testimony this morning on the amount of taxes paid by the Washington 
Water Power Co. each year which is a sizable sum, approximately 
$600,000. Six hundred thousand dollars might not seem like much 
money but even asa 48-cent dollar they do mean a lot, 

While we in Latah County realize that we will not directly share 
in the tax dollars that will be available upon the private construc- 
tion of a dam at high Mountain Sheep, we feel sure that even in 
Moscow we will indirectly benefit along with the rest of the State 
of Idaho. 

Once again private investors are seeking a license to build that 
dam that would contribute tax dollars to Idaho. Due to its size 
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and cost | think it is safe to assume that its tax contribution each 
year would be much greater than the taxes paid in Bonner County 
for Cabinet Gorge. Your proposed moratorium Saal eliminate the 
possibility of our r getting this power project and its tax dollars. 

One further thought which is close to my heart—that is, the 
development of the clay industry in my county. We understand 
from statements appearing in Government reports and in the news- 
papers that this area will experience a power shortage in 1964 unless 
further development of our rivers — place. With our clay in- 
dustry just starting we cannot afford such a shortage. 

I do not believe that Idaho or the rest of the Nation can afford 
the luxury of delaying our progress for even 1 year, let alone 5 or 10. 

Therefore, along with urging the construction of high Mountain 
Sheep by private companies, I also urge that you do not favorably con- 
sider the moratorium provision of Senate Concurrent. Resolution 35. 

Now I also have statements from other interested individuals in 
Moscow which I have left with vou. 

Senator Bartrierr. They will be placed in the record, Mr. Mayor. 

Mr. Lewis. The statements are from the chamber of commerce: 
Elmer E. Nelson, president of the First National Bank; Harold 
Cornelison, manager of an insurance business; W. T. Marineau, 
manager of the Daily Idahonian. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Barrierr. Do you have any views to express on the two 
bills before the committee, S. 2586 and S. 1420? 

Mr. Lewis. I do favor Senator Church’s bill. 

Senator Barrierr. You do favor Senator Church’s bill. Do you 
take a position on Senator Neuberger’s bill 1420? 

Mr. Lewis. I am not acquainted with that. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Anderson ? 

Mr. Anprerson. No questions. 

(Letters follow :) 

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 


Moscow, Idaho, November 11, 1959. 
Senator FE. L. BARTLETT, 


Chairman, Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 


DeAR SENATOR BARTLETT: As president of the Moscow Chamber of Commerce, 
it is my pleasure to submit to you, for the consideration of your committee, the 
attached resolution which was passed by the board of directors of the Moscow 
Chamber of Commerce and submitted into the record of the public hearing by 
the Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army, Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, 
held in Lewiston, Idaho, on March 10, 1959, on the Army Engineer’s “ 
Water Resource Development of the Columbia River Basin.” 

The expressions contained in this resolution represent the official policy of the 
Moscow Chamber of Commerce in regard to the development of power, flood 
control and water navigation projects on the lower Snake River with a minimum 
of delay to insure the economic growth of the Pacific Northwest. 

We enlist your particular attention to item No. 6 of the attached resolution 
which expresses our sincere belief that the construction of high Mountain Sheep 
Dam should be authorized and a construction license issued within the near 
future. 

Respectfully yours, 


Report on 


Ropert S. Gipe, 
President, Moscow Chamber of Commerce. 
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RESOLUTION OF Moscow CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, Moscow, IDAHO 


Whereas the Corps of Engineers, through its division engineer, has made 
certain recommendations for the coordination of the development of the Columbia 
River in what it has termed the “Major Water Plan”, the details of which are 
presented in a report released to the public in December 1958; and 

Whereas requests have been made for public comment on these findings at 
a hearing in Lewiston, Idaho, on March 10, 1959: Now therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Board of Directors of the Moscow Chamber of Commerce, 
That the following statement shall be filed with the Corps of Engineers at the 
said Lewiston hearing as the general feeling of its members concerning the pro- 
posed major water plan. 

1. We commend the corps for the general quality of this report. It is a 
competent and comprehensive presentation of a practical plan which, if adhered 
to in future river development, will meet the area requirements for power, flood 
control and navigation. 

2. We particularly subscribe to the following statement made by the division 
engineer in his conclusions on page 393, and emphasize those words which we 
have underscored : 

“* * * Tt is evident from the magnitude of the water resource needs discussed 
herein that the combined efforts and funds of Federal, State, local and private 
organizations very likely will be called upon to meet the requirements of the 
region and to assure its economic growth * * *.” 

3. Concerning those projects in the major water plan which are of primary 
interest to our community, we are pleased that the corps has seen fit to coordi- 
nate into its plan the continued development of the lower Snake River and 
ultimate extension of navigation to Lewiston. 

4. We further commend the corps for recognizing the need for solution of 
fish and wildlife problems in the planning of dams. 

5. We agree with the corps’ conclusion that the Salmon River should be 
recognized as primarily a fishery resource. This conclusion is consistent with 
the desire of the majority of the people in the Northwest. 

6. We concur with the corps in the rejection of the Nez Perce Dam and in its 
recommendation that the high Mountain Sheep Dam be built. 

We further believe that the high Mountain Sheep Dam is one of the projects 
in the major water plan which could be built by private enterprise to provide 
power and flood control benefits needed by our area. 

Dated this 2d day of March, 1959. 

Rosert S. Grips, President. 
STANLEY D. Buus, Secretary. 


Moscow, Ipano, November 11, 1959. 
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 
Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 


Deak SENATOR: Reference to your hearing regarding Senate Concurrent Reso- 
lution No. 35, Senate bill 2586 and Senate bill 1420 to be held in Lewiston, 
Idaho, on November 12, 1959. 

If Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 is passed in its entirety, undue delay in 
the development of the Pacific Northwest will occur, which is something none 
of us desires. 

t know you must realize that this part of the country is having growing 
pains and particularly we must have additional hydroelectric development if 
industry is to be attracted to our area. The waiting period of possibly 5 years 
is too long to delay future preparations. 

The controversy appears to be between the high Mountain Sheep Dam and 
the Nez Perce project. Sponsors of each have their particular reasons for 
stalling the other project. There is room for both in the development of the 
future but let us take them one at a time. 

I understand that the division engineer and board of engineers as well as 
the U.S. Army Engineers have recommended the high Mountain Sheep Dam. 
Surely the opinions of these departments should carry sufficient value to take 
precedence over the opinion of laymen. 

Delays cost money and stop progress. 
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I urge your reevaluation of the bills bearing in mind the particular develop- 
ment of this section of the Pacific Northwest. 
Delete paragraph 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, recommend passage 
and give our section of the country a real break. 
Very truly yours, 
ELMER E. NELSON. 


Moscow, Ipano, November 10, 1959. 
Re your committee hearing on dam construction and fisheries resources ; Lewis- 
ton, Idaho, November 12, 1959. 
Senator E. L, BARTLETT, 


Chairman, Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, Lewiston, Idaho. 


DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: I have learned of your hearing from items in 
several newspapers published in this area, and make this statement based on 
my personal observations as a resident of Moscow, Idaho, since 1911 and 
during the time since 1923 when, as a student, I first became engaged on a part- 
time basis as an insurance agent, and since 1931 as operator of my own 
insurance and real estate business here. 

Over that period of time I have observed on many occasions a confusion of 
issues on matters pertaining to the welfare of Idaho and the Northwest. This 
seems to be the case with present consideration of development of Idaho's 
water resources. 

Without entering into a recompilation of pros and cons and statistics which 
are already part of the record, it would seem from reading published reports 
that it is generally agreed that by far the largest portion of the problem as 
concerning fish is based on the Salmon River in Idaho and that only a meager 
portion of it is concerned with the Snake River above the mouth of the Salmon 
River. 

Idaho in particular and our other Northwest States as well are in great 
need of additional population and wealth if we are to progress and improve 
our standard of living for our citizens individually and for our States as gov- 
ernmental units. 

Little is to be gained from an increase in population which seems assured 
without a commensurate improvement in job opportunities and income levels. 
These will of necessity be based largely on increased use and utilization of our 
natural resources including use of the Latah County clays located near Moscow. 

Including their use for aluminum much additional electric power will be 
needed, to make it possible to translate this immense area of dormant material 
into jobs for people and the resultant products for their use. 

For this reason, as well as for others including increased income to our 
divisions of Government, I suggest it seems a fallacy to enact any legislation 
that would defer development of proposed dams and resultant electrical energy 
above the source of the fisheries problem; namely, the mouth of the Salmon 
River. High Mountain Sheep Dam should be pushed toward ultimate use with 
all dispatch in order that power which prior studies show will be needed not 
later than 5 years from now either with or without development of an aluminum 
industry based on use of the clays. This certainly would not seem to interfere 
with desirable protection of the fisheries industry as well as for citizens generally 
who may be interested in the sporting aspects of the problem. 

Respectfully yours, 


HAROLD CORNELISON. 


DaAILy IDAHONTAN, 


November 12, 1959. 
Senator BE. L. BARTLETT, 


Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 


DEAR SENATOR. I will be unable to appear in person to present the attached 
paper. I would be most pleased if you would accept this paper in evidence of 
the hearing. Thanks very kindly. 

Yours very truly, 


W. T. MARINEAU. 
Moscow, IDAHO. 


45447—60—pt. 225 
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THE Dary IDAHONIAN, 
November 11, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 


Deak SENATOR Bartiettr: I have requested permission to appear before this 
group in order to raise an individual voice in protest against proposals which 
would declare a moratorium on the construction of power projects uopn the 
Snake River. I do so in belief that such a moratorium is inconsistent with 
almost every conceivable American way of doing business. 

I do not pretend to be an expert on the hydroelectric power business. I do 
not even offer to be completely versed on all the fine implications of the conflict 
in ideas of investor-owned company development as compared with river 
development by Federal bodies. 

I do, however, feel there is common understanding that a proposal for a 
moratorium such as is now being offered is a thinly veiled prentense for 
expansion of Federally financed projects. 

It takes place only because believers in these Federal projects are afraid 
that the plan they have to offer—whatever plan that might be—is not as 
economically nor practically attractive as the one offered by the investor- 
owned groups. Consequently, they are asking for a suspension of the rules 
until they can regroup their forces. 

I for one believe there has been enough of this changing of the rules to fit the 
plans of the Federalizers. But in resorting to a moratorium, proponents go a 
step further and delve into the field of moral practice. To me, it would be much 
like the football coach who faced a year with weak material so he proposes that 
the league be disbanded until he can strengthen his team. Or the girl who finds 
that her intended is influenced by attractive feminine competition, so she demands 
that the court suspends all marriage until she can perfect her own social graces, 

Let’s be sensible. Through 70 years of hydroelectric development, natural 
economic laws have prevailed. In matters of critical importance, men have 
turned to regulatory government to determine competitive interests. We have 
learned to respect the judgment of the Federal Power Commission. 

If we are to endorse a moratorium, we are also rejecting the integrity of 
properly constituted authority to make vital decisions of public interest. A 
moratorium solves absolutely nothing. It is a step backward not only in our 
economic development, but in our moral fiber with which we have always been 
proud to make decisions. 

I believe I speak for the majority of alert thinking residents of this area when 
I say that we cannot conscientiously endorse a moratorium on hydroelectric 
development of the Snake River when active plans for development are present, 
and when the proven authorities are present to make judgement on such plans. 

The existing proposal for a high dam on the Snake River above the Salmon 
River should be given full consideration by the Federal Power Commission, 
an agency already designated as the proper one to make such a study. I 
would only recommend that in their study they give full consideration to 
the fact that it would be a taxpaying project built at no cost to our already 
overtaxed citizens. This would be a far more reasonable action than any 
moratorium on our economic progress. 

Consequently, the only logical conclusion is that we are being asked to 
endorse a head-in-sand policy that not only is senseless, but is also seriously 
unflattering to men of responsibility who are charged with objective consid- 
eration of our hydroeletric development. 

The proper channel of approval through the Federal Power Commission is 
established by law. The penetrating technical judgment of economic con- 
siderations of dam construction is delegated to other arms of the Federal 
Government, as well as to the men of both public agencies and private 
companies. 

The opportunity for any group, or any individual, to enter his own views 
is present. Obviously when there is a conflict of interests, no decision can 
be pleasing to all concerned, But decisions are made, and progress is 
established. 

In the proposal for a moratorium we have a substitute for these lines of 
authority. We are asked to take the right of judgment away from due 
authority, and we would have in its place a purely political position of no 
action whatsoever. 
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It is my conclusion that those who would, through a moratorium, evade 
channels of responsibility for decision and ignore a proper economic devel- 
opment through deception are also advocating a philosophy so extreme that 
they endanger our rights as American citizens. 

W. T. MARINEAU, Manager. 

Moscow, IDAHO. 


EVERETT WILL TRACTOR Co., 
Moscow, Idaho, November 7, 1959. 
SENATOR E. L. BARTLETT 
Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 

DEAR SENATOR: The remarks that follow in regard to procedures in devel- 
opment of the middle Snake River for power and flood control are intended 
to represent the opinions of myself and a considerable number of people in 
the Moscow area whom I know to share my views. However, I realize that 
there are others who have opposing opinions. 

I believe that many opinions in either direction are too often based on 
arbitrary conformity to the individuals particular political or economic phi- 
losophy concerning private versus public power and not on the basis of facts 
relating to the whole problem. For this reason I commend you in your ef- 
forts to bring out facts in the hearing that you are now holding. 

I will state at the beginning that I believe that private capital should be 
encouraged, under proper regulation, to handle as much of the river devel- 
opment as possible to avoid further load on our Federal Treasury and to broaden 
our tax base as much as possible for the benefit of all levels of Government, 
and to better enable the Federal Government to be in position to handle the 
phases of river development that can be handled only by them. 

I disagree with provisions of paragraph 3 of S. Con. Res. 35 providing for 
a 5-year moratorium on issuance of permits by FPPC to build dams, as this 
would create delay in power developmnet not in keeping with the needs of 
the area to be served. As I understand it, the responsible fish conservation 
organizations of both Idaho and Washington have endorsed the pians of 
P.N.W.P. Co. for handling the fish problem at high Mountain Sheep. 

Together with other planned dams, high Mountain Sheep would handle 
the full potential of the river and would still leave the Salmon River open 
for salmon spawning. It impresses me that the recommendation for high 
Mountain Sheep by the Corps of Engineers, after years of engineering and 
study should be given considerable weight. 

In summary I respectfully request that you delete any provisions in your 
legislation that would place a moratorium on the issuance of permits for 
building dams and going ahead with the development of the river. 


Senator Barriterr. The chairman has been asked to read into the 
record a telegram received by Jim Liebold, room 331 Lewis and Clark 
Hotel, Lewiston, Idaho, from W. L. Vinson, business manager, local] 
125, 211 Northeast 18th Avenue, Portland, Oregon, IBEW, this wire 
having been sent from Portland, Oreg., this day. 
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The text of the message is: 


In answer to your inquiry by telephone I know of no action taken by the 
Oregon AFL-CIO regarding Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35. The most 
recent convention of the Oregon AFL-CIO established a standing committee to 
study this legislation, among other matters related to river development, and 
report back to the 1960 convention. Also this committee would make recom. 
mendations to the Executive Board of the Oregon AFL-CIO for action between 
conventions. I am secretary of the standing committee and I am sure that no 
recommendation has been made as to the position of the Oregon AFL-CIO on 
Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35. 

Next witness is Mr. Eaton. 

Mr. Eaton. My name is Clement, W. Eaton. I reside at 609 Burrell 
Avenue, Lewiston, Idaho. 

I am the general manager of Clearwater Power Co., an REA- 
financed rural electric cooperative serving more than 4,300 member 
consumers in seven counties in Idaho, two counties in Washington, 
and one county in Oregon. 

First, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I wish to 
express the appreciation of the Board of Directors of Clearwater 
Power Co. to you for conducting this hearing in Lewiston and tender 
the regrets of Mr. John George, immediate past president of the 
National Rural Electric Cooperative Association and one of the direc- 
tors of Clearwater Power Co. for his inability to testify in person due 
to recent surgery. Mr. George will present his testimony in the form 
of a written statement. 

Clearwater Power Co. purchases all of its electric energy from the 
U.S. Government through the Bonneville Power Administration and, 
for example, last year paid into the U.S. Treasury about $150,000 for 
such electric energy and within a decade we expect to buy twice as 
much power and double these payments. Therefore, our main interest 
is in shite energy which is adequate in supply and low in cost. 

Our rural electric cooperative and our neighboring cooperatives 
through the numerous afliliated organizations to which we belong have 
repeatedly gone on record as favoring the full, comprehensive, multiple 
purpose development of water resources. We feel that it is econom- 
ically unfeasible for private interests to accomplish this job and now 
have an example that our feelings were correct when we view the 

ygmy dams which are now under construction in the middle Snake 
iver reaches. 

Through the formation of a giant combine, private interests have 
raised the necessary capital toembark on a far more attractive venture 
but are now using the anadromous fish problem as the excuse for not 
fully developing the water resources of the middle Snake. 

Each of us, as citizens of this great United States of America, has 
an obligation to our children and our children’s children to see to it 
that the natural resources are preserved and conserved for the greatest 
good of the largest number of people for the longest period of time 
and not squandered and wasted to satisfy the desires of a select few. 

In carrying out this obligation we can expect to be called such 
things as “fanatics, radicals,” and so forth. It takes courage to stand 
up for the right things of life in the face of extreme criticism, the 
monetary rewards are nil, but the gratefulness of the masses is the 
greatest reward that can be bestowed on any man. 
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It is our sincere hope that, in the next few years, research and ex- 
perimentation will solve the fish problem and that we can have both 
fish and full development of hydroelectric power. 

Much research has already been done and numerous methods are 
now being experimentally used to move the parent anadromous fish up 
and the fingerlings down over high dams. 

There is much reason to doubt that present methods are not going 
to be too successful, especially when a giant power combine states that 
it is willing to spend $15 million on fish facilities at a proposed site 
on the middle Snake River, but upon being asked why the same fa- 
cility will not serve equally as well on the Salmon River, reply that 
they do not dare take a chance on the Salmon. 

We favor Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 because its purpose is 
to erase such doubts by means of an accelerated program of research 
into methods of moving fish over high dams. This research program 
must be done now in the next 5 or more years rather than 10 or 20 
years from now after all of the critical decisions have been made and 
our huge water resources have been sacrificed. 

We oppose S. 2586 because, if enacted, it will be an absolute pro- 
hibition of all dams. It is also unnecessary to have S. 2586 at this 
time even though the intent is good. Senator Church is very, very 
sincere in his proposal because if Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 
was enacted and is carried out properly, there should be no reason for 
S. 2586. 

Section 2 prohibits any dam which in any way restricts passage of 
anadromous fish. Any fish ladder already devised or to be devised 
in the future will be a restriction in some sense. It is our belief that 
the anadromous fish passage problems will be solved on the Salmon 
River through Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 which makes S. 2586 
unnecessary at this time. 

We have reason to believe that the private power companies have 
a great deal of faith in the assumption that the problems of fish pas- 
sage at high dams will be solved as one of them is presently construct- 
ing a high-voltage transmission line almost directly to the site of the 
Lower Canyon Dam on the Salmon River when it appears to us that 
the line would have been shorter and less costly had it been routed 
directly to the site of the high Mountain Sheep Dam. 

This could mean that, upon the solution of the problem of fish 
passage at high dams in the next few years, the same giant power 
combine that is now applying for permission to build the high Moun- 
tain Sheep Dam will ask permission to build the Lower Canyon Dam 
and the full potential of the second greatest dam to ever be proposed 
on the middle Snake River will be lost to the people forever. There- 
fore, we respectfully urge the committee to postpone S. 2586 
indefinitely. 

We oppose S. 1420 because, if enacted, it will permit an applicant 
for an FPC license to spend untold thousands of dollars and one or 
more years of time to perfect an application, go through hearings 
and then, at the 11th hour and 59th minute, be slapped down with an 
absolute veto. 

Clearwater Power Co. is presently a member of the Lewis-Clark 
Generation & Transmission Cooperative which we and other like 
cooperatives formed for the express purpose of constructing gen- 
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eration and transmission facilities to partially serve ourselves with 
wholesale power. 

The Lewis-Clark Generation & Transmission Cooperative has just 
recently been granted a preliminary permit to construct hydroelectric 
facilities on the Yaak River in Montana. We may be interested in 
developing other small hydrosites in the future. 

We do not want a single purpose veto bill, such as S. 1420, which 
attempts to adopt a nationwide policy when obviously the real 
problem area is the middle Snake River. What is needed is special 
legislation tailored to this local problem. We believe the answer is 
provided by Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. Therefore, we respect- 
fully urge the committee to pospone S. 1420 indefinitely. 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Anderson, do you have any questions / 

Mr. Anperson. Mr. Eaton has your power co-op shown any growth 
during the past few years in the number of customers or volume 
handled ¢ 

Mr. Eaton. Our service area is practically completely covered and 
we have shown in the past 21 months an increase of approximately 
160 member consumers. 

Mr. Anperson. Do you expect to have that type of growth in the 
future ? 

Mr. Eaton. Not in number of consumers; in load growth. Our 
present average consumption per consumer per month is approxi- 
mately 700 kilowatt hours. We expect according to our long-range 
forecast by 1983 to be selling our consumers approxinately 1,600 
kilowatt hours per month per consumer. 

Mr. Anpverson. If this moratorium goes through and you have a 
delay period of anywhere from 10 to 12 or 15 years on construction 
of—as you call it, the second greatest dam on the Snake River—where 
do you propose to get the power to meet this load increase in the 
interim ? 

Mr. Eaton. We feel that the power will be adequate in the 
Pacific Northwest and that the fish problem will, through intense 
research, should be solved in the 5-year period. 

Mr. Anperson. Well then, you have another 7-year period before 
power is on the line. You would have to be realistic if you can’t 
get power for about a dozen years out of this. 

Mr. Eaton. We still feel that there will be an adequate supply to 
take care of it until such time. 

Mr. Anperson. You disagree with the witnesses that are here today 
who stated that if we don’t have development now, continuous devel- 
opment, that we will go behind. Do you believe that we can afford 
to wait 5 years and not go behind? 

Mr. Eaton. Well, I believe even if we do have brown-out periods 
in the Pacific Northwest that some 10 or 20 years from now through 
pool development of the power resources of the river, we will be far 
better off. 

Mr. Anperson. Just one other little question. 

I notice that your group is a member of the Lewis and Clark 
Generation and Transmission Cooperative. What is the difference 
between your groups standing together in a combine and private 
power companies? Why is it bad for private power companies to 
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band together and yet you believe that cooperatives can band together 
and to pool their resources the same way ? 

Mr. Eaton. I did not say that it was bad for the power companies 
to band together as a power combine. 

Mr. Anperson. Well, I mean you referred to them as giant 
combines. 

Mr. Eaton. That isall. I didn’t say they were bad. 

Mr. Anperson. You agree then that they are not bad ? 

Mr. Eaton. That is right. 

Mr. Anperson. Thank you. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, Mr. Eaton. 

I will say that it had been my hope when these hearings opened 
in Washington in July that a light would descend upon me and that 
hope was renewed when the hearings commenced at Astoria day 
before yesterday, and was present again this morning. But as these 
varying and sincere viewpoints are represented with emphasis and 
with logic, I must say the light is perhaps even more diffused than it 
was at the beginning so far as I am concerned. 

Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Eaton. Thank you. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Bernard Thomas. 

(No response. ) 

Senator Barrierr. His name is stricken, he may submit a written 
statement. 

Mr. Moore. 

Mr. Moore. Mr. Chairman, my testimony is going to be limited to 
identifying letters and resolutions which [would like to have made 
part of the record. 

Senator Bartrtetrr. Please proceed. 

Mr. Moorr. My name is Donald W. Moore. I am a practicing 
attorney in the smog- and fog-free city across the river, Clarkston. 

Senator Bartterr. In what county is that? 

Mr. Moore. That is Asotin County. I am also prosecuting attor- 
ney in Asotin County. 

Senator Barrierr. I was interested a while ago when Richard 
Halfmoon stated that Asotin was the Indian name for “place of eels.” 

Mr. Moore. First I would like to have submitted the resolution of 
the Asotin County Board of County Commissioners, Harry F. Clark, 
Paul Schermerhorn, and Bynum H. Brown. They expressed i in their 
resolutions for reasons enumerated that they are in opposition to 
Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35, Senate bill 1420, and they are 
in favor of Senator Magnuson and Senator Church’s bill No. 2586. 

Senator Barrierr. Senator Church will be glad to hear that. 

Mr. Moore. I have next, Mr. Chairman, a letter addressed to this 
committee from Mr. Bill Courtney, the mayor of the city of Clarkston, 
and for reasons enumerated therein he expresses opposition to Senate 
Concurrent Resolution No. 35 and opposition to Senate bill No. 1420. 

Senator Bartierr. Does he say anything about S. 2586? 

Mr. Moore. He does not. 

I have next a letter addressed to this committee from William 
Anderson, a real estate and insurance broker in the city of Asotin, 
Wash., and for reasons enumerated in his letter he expresses an 
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opposition to Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35 and Senate bill 
1420 and is silent about Senator Church’s bill. 

I have next a letter addressed to the committee from Mr. Harmer 
Robeson, who is one of the owners of the Jerry Milling Co., and for 
reasons enumerated therein he expresses opposition to Senate Con- 
current Resolution No. 35 and opposition to Senate bill 1420. 

I have a letter from Orville E. Farrish, the assessor for Asotin 
County, addressed to the Commission in which for reasons enumerated 
therein he expresses opposition to Senate Resolution No. 35 and also 
1420, and is in favor of Senate bill 2586. 

I have next a letter from Edward Bucholz, a resident of Asotin, 
Wash., which for reasons contained in his letter he expresses opposi- 
tion to Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35 and also opposition to 
Senate bill 1420. 

The final letter, Mr. Chairman, is a letter here from the J. B. 
Lumber Co., one of the prime payrolls in our community, addressed 
to the Commission, in which for reasons enumerated in the letter they 
express opposition to Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35 and also 
opposition to Senate bill No. 1420. 

Satine Bartietr. Thank you, sir. They will all appear in the 
printed record. 

(The letters follow :) 

Asotin CounTY. 
SENATE INTERSTATE AND FoREIGN COMMERCE COMMITTEE, 
Lewiston, Idaho 
(Attention: Hon. E. L. Bartlett) : 

Whereas the county commissioners of the county of Asotin, State of Wash- 
— are desirous of seeing the middle Snake developed for power production; 
an 

Whereas it is believed by this body that it is possible to have both fish and 
dams; and 

Whereas any reasonable approach of such development of the middle Snake 
River will add considerable to the industrial growth of the Asotin County: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the above county commissioners in session on this 9th day of 
November 1959 go on record as being opposed to Senate Concurrent Resolution 
No. 35; and also opposed to Senate bill No. 1420; be it further 

Resolved, That the county commissioners of Asotin County on the above-men- 
tioned date go on record as favoring Senate bill No. 2586; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be presented at the hearing of the 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Harry F, Clark. 
PAUL SCHERMERHORN. 
ByNuM H. Brown. 


City OF CLARKSTON 
Crry Hatt, 
Clarkston, Wash., November 10, 1959. 


SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Lewiston, Idaho 
(Attention of Senator E. L. Bartlett). 


Dear SENATOR BARTLETT: I am opposed to Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 
35 as I don’t feel that it acts in the best interest of the majority of the people 
in the Pacific Northwest. 

We are going to need a lot more power than we have at present if the 
Pacific Northwest is going to develop and we cannot get it by continuous stalling 
of the issuing of permits for dam construction by the Federal Power Com- 
mission. This resolution should not be made effective under any circumstances, 
We are definitely opposed to moratorium on the Snake River development. 
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Senate bill 1420 is just another way of holding up and continuously delaying 
the development in this area. We have such a great potential that cannot 
develop because of powers-to-be continuously adding new stumbling blocks to 
hold up wise and contructiva development. This bill was just another of those 
blocks and should not be passed. 

Thank you for your full consideration. 

Sincerely, 
Mayor Brit V. CouRTNEY. 


ASOTIN, WASH., November 6, 1959. 


U.S. SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 
(Attention of Senator E. L. Bartlett) : 


I am opposed to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 and Senate bill 1420. 

Regarding Senate Resolution 35 my reasons for opposition are: 

1. Power development is needed now rather than at some unknown future 
date. 

2. Early construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam would result in needed 
industrial expansion of the Pacific Northwest. 

3. Construction of this dam would get away from any fish troubles on 
the Salmon River. 

Regarding Senate bill 1420, it is my opinion that the Federal Power Com- 
mission has proper personnel to make inqury and study and to determine 
whether or not a license should be granted for any particular dam. 

Respectfully yours, 
W. H. “Briu” ANDERSON. 


JERRY MILLING Co., Asotin, Wash. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COM MERCE, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 
(Attention of Hon. E. L. Bartlett) : 

I am opposed to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

I believe we should have all the dams that can be built by public and 
private agencies. These should be built as fast as it feasible to do. 

High Mountain Sheep Dam is a big dam. It will provide a lot of storage 
and a lot of power. Compare it with any other dam on the Columbia 
River system. It can be built with private money. It will leave the Sal- 
mon River free for fish. It will give work to many people for a long period 
of time. Ido not see why its construction should be postponed. 

I am opposed to Senate bill 1420. The Federal Power Commission is per- 
fectly capable of determining whether or not a license should be granted 
fo the construction of any dam. It looks like another stumbling block to 
prevent needed dam construction. 

Very respectfully yours, 
HARMER ROBESON. 





ASOTIN CouUNTY, CoUNTY ASSESSOR, November 9, 1959. 
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Commission on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 


Dear Str: After due study, I express my opposition to Senate Commission 
Resolution 35. I feel that we should not hinder the development of power 
on the Snake River. 

I also oppose Senate bill 14 because I feel that the Federal Power Com- 
mission is fully qualified to rule on the river development. 

I concur with Senate bill 2586 in that development of the hunting and 
fishing areas on the Salmon River wvuld be good for the entire Northwest. 

Sincerely, 
ORVILLE E. FARRISH. 
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ASOTIN, WASH., November 6, 1959. 


SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
’ 

Lewiston, Idaho. 

(Attention of Hon. E. L. Bartlett) : 


It appears to me that the study of fish in the Columbia and Snake Rivers and 
their tributaries has been going on for a sufficient length of time that the post- 
ponement of river development until June 20, 1964, is unjustifiable. 

I do not believe it would be to the best interest for the development of the 
region involved to postpone the construction of new projects. 

I, therefore, express my opposition to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

I am also opposed to Senate bill 1420. I feel the Federal Power Commission 
is fully qualified to pass on any application for dam construction. 

Respectfully yours, 
EDWARD BUCHOLZ. 


West Evtm, CLARKSTON, WASH., November 10, 1959. 
U.S. SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Lewiston, Idaho 
(Attention Hon. E. L. Bartlett) : 


We want to see our rivers developed as much as possible as soon as possible. 
High Mountain Sheep is recommended by the Army Engineers. Pacific North- 
west Power Co. is ready and competent to build it. That is good enough for us. 

We wish to express our opposition to Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35, 
which would cause this construction to be delayed for approximately 5 years. 

We wish also to express our opposition to Senate bill No. 1420. We believe 
the Federal Power Commission is fully qualified to study data and grant 
licenses for river development. 

Very truly yours, 
J. B. LUMBER, INC. 

Senator Bartietr. Mr. Nelsen. 

(No response. ) 

Senator Barrierr. Mr. Nelsen isn’t in the hearing room. He will 
also have the opportunity to submit a written statement if he desires. 

Mr. Peterson. 


STATEMENT OF PHILLIP PETERSON, MANAGER OF J. R. SIMPLOT 
CO., MOSCOW, IDAHO 


Mr. Pererson. First, may I explain my reason for appearing here 
today. 

I am Phillip Peterson, manager of the J. R. Simplot Co., of 
Moscow, Idaho, which at present has under construction a multi- 
million-dollar plant near Bovill, Idaho. This plant will produce 
clay for paper filler and coater and nec essary in the manufacture of 
glass. We anticipate that this plant will actually start processing 
these materials by late December, but not later than the early part 
of 1960. 

Having made the decision to invest somewhere between $2 and $3 
million here in the Northwest, we are naturally hopeful that it will 
be followed by the development of other industries designed specifi- 
cally to use our products. 

The high cost of clay filler has been a major factor in retarding 
the growth of the white paper and white food carton industries in 
this area, where all the other necessary raw materials are readily 
available. And, this new plant will make available in the Northwest 
for the first time an adequate source of sand for flat glass. 
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Senator Barrierr. I hate to do this, Mr. Peterson, but since your 
statement does run over one page, I wish you w ould summarize it. 

Mr. Pererson. Well, our position is this, that we are pioneering 
the new industrial mineral fields of Latah County in northern Idaho, 
and the products that we will make are new to the area. The only 
comparable products that are available are either in the sand line in 
Belgium or in Ottawa, Ill., and our clay products are only av: ailable 
in the United States in the State of Georgia. 

We are pioneering a new industrial field here and in view of the 
anticipated power shortage in the year of 1964 or 1965, we feel that 
we cannot go along w ith Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35. 

We feel that inasmuch as we are in a new industrial mineral field 
that we are going to have a lot of new supporting industries come into 
this area and the power requirements might be quite considerable. 

I think that fairly well covers the ground. 

I would like to say that I, personally, myself, and our company 
favor Senator Church’s sanctuary bill. 

Senator Bartierr. Do you take a position in reference to Senator 
Neuberger’s S. 1420. 

Mr. Pererson. No, we take no position on that. 

Senator Bartterr. How many people will your plant employ when 
the construction is completed ? 

Mr. Pererson. At the present time I am in the construction stage 
and I have about 150 people employed. We will employ in the neigh- 
borhood in the first year of 40 or 50 people in operation. 

Senator Bartierr. How far from here is that plant? 

Mr. Prererson. About. 45 or 50 miles. 

Senator Barrterr. Where is the home office of the J. R. Simplot 
Co.? 

Mr. Pererson. Our general offices are located in Boise, Idaho. We 
we have a minerals and chemical operating division which is head- 
quartered at Pocatello. 

Senator Bartierr. It isan Idaho company ? 

Mr. Pererson. Yes, sir; it is an Idaho company. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Anderson ? 

Mr. Anperson. No questions. 

Senator Bartietr. Thank you very much, and I am sorry that time 
didn’t permit your reading the entire statement which will be printed 
in full. 

Mr. Pererson. Thank you, sir. 

(Full statement follows :) 

First, may I identify myself to explain my reason for appearing at your 
hearing today. I am Phil Peterson, manager of the J. R. Simplot Co. which 
has under construction a multimillion dollar plant near Bovill, Idaho. 

This plant will produce clay for paper filler and coater and sand necessary in 
the manufacture of glass. We anticipate that this plant will actually start 
processing these materials by late December, but not later than the early part 
of 1960. 

Having made the decision to invest somewhere between $2 and $3 million 
here in the Northwest, we are naturally hopeful that it will be followed by 
the development of other industries designed specifically to use our products. 

The high cost of clay filler has been a major factor in retarding the growth 
of the white paper and white food carton industries in this area, where all the 
other necessary raw materials are readily available. And this new plant will 
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make available in the Northwest for the first time an adequate source of sand 
for flat glass, 

It would seem this venture has an excellent chance for success for the 
Washington Water Power Co. was sufficiently impressed with its potential to 
invest $450,000 to build a pipeline to bring natural gas to the plant. 

I might also point out that at the present time there is no plant manufactur- 
ing flat glass west of the Missouri River. 

The clay presently used by western paper manufacturers comes from 
Georgia. 

We are hopeful, naturally, that before too many years have passed several 
local markets for our products will be developed. Therefore, we cannot find 
favor with any proposal that might possibly endanger industrial development 
in this area when we have invested so many dollars in the future of this area. 
Idaho certainly has room for new industries, for new people, and for economic 
growth. 

At least one of the bills (S. Con. Res. 35) would have all dam building on 
the Snake River postponed for at least 5 years. While it would be difficult to 
assess fully the impact such a moratorium might have on the economic develop- 
ment of Idaho, it does seem virtually certain that it could not help but slow 
down such development. 

While an adequate supply of energy is essential, if we are to attract new 
industries to this area, I think it is also equally important that we maintain 
a good climate for industry, or for potential industry. We cannot do that if 
we are to even consider any moratorium on resource development. 

Construction programs, whether they be dam building or factory building, are 
a sign of progress. Progress means jobs, and jobs bring people. People of 
course create markets and markets bring more industry. This might be re- 
ferred to as orderly growth—not spectacular, but nonetheless steady. 

This is what we hoped for when we decided to invest our dollars in this area. 
This is what we must have if our investment is to prove a wise one. I hope 
that no Federal proposal will ever find favor that might in any way jeopardize 
this growth. Wesincerely believe that the moratorium under consideration here 
today would hamstring or retard the development we need. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Baenen. 

Mr. Barenen. My name is A. R. Baenen and I live at 1824 Main 
Street, Lewiston, Idaho. 

I would like to go on record as being opposed to Senate Concurrent 
Resolution No. 35. 

Senator Bartrierr. It is absolutely, positively, categorically, 
definitely, the shortest statement ever made on any bill. 

Mr. Barenen. I appreciate that. 

Senator Barrierr. We do appreciate it, and you are the owner of 
what? Iwon’t let you get away quite that quick. 

Mr. Barenen. I am the owner of Sacajawea Lodge. 

Thank you. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you, sir. 

Eli Rappage. 

Mr. Raraicu. My name is Eli Rapaich, Lewiston, Idaho. 

I have submitted a statement, Mr. Reporter. 

I have been listening to the hearing today and appreciated the 
judicious manner in which the chairman had run this heari ing and the 
fairness of it and admired the very noncommittal way in which he was 
able to get some very interesting information. 

Senator Barrietr. You are a good witness, you may proceed. 

Mr. Rapaicu. I want the record to show that I have submitted a 
statement and that I am the president of the District No. 2 Wildlife 
Federation, which encompasses the five counties of Idaho, Lewis, 
Clearwater, Nez Perce, and Latah, which are the five counties in the 
Clearwater River drainage and they encompass the north drainage of 
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the Salmon and the—most of the reaches of the middle Snake, that we 
are talking about here today. 

There has been so much said here that I would like to reply to. I 
wish that as a representative of the sportsmen in this area I had the 
opportunity, but I realize that the time islimited. __ 5; 

As to the bills we take the position that Senate bill 1420 is a good 
bill. We feel that if those people in the power industry, whether 
private or public, are really convinced that there is a fish oo 
and that it should be solved, that there can be no possible objection 
to giving the Department of Interior, through the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and affected State agencies the right to put the facts before 
the Congress of the United States. 

We find that it is no less logical and fair to do this than it is to have 
the opinions of engineers and geologists and other experts on the fea- 
sibility of a particular project before granting a license or permit for 
its construction. If expert opinion of one kind is valuable, then it 
ought to be of another kind. 

Yow, I believe that those who claim that Senate bill 1420 gives the 
Secretary of the Interior a veto power, have either misread or mis- 
interpreted the bill, or apparently don’t have the same copy that 
I have. 

There has been some amendment, I understand. 

It is my opinion that this bill does this. It places the responsibility 
for the final decision in the hands of Congress after the facts are before 
the Congress in cases where there are fish problems. Now I find that 
to be an excellent idea. 

Senator, I say this to you not factiously but it is interesting to 
note, as I have through the years here, that the twist and turns and 
philosophy that result from the possibility of profits or the loss there- 
of. Now many of those who put up this veto argument of recent 
years are most vociferously and vigorously against those damn bureau- 
crats, who were usurping the power of Congress. 

Here is a bill that wants to put the power back in the hands of 
Congress. These same people don’t trust Congress so it just depends 
on whose ox is being pe But it seems to me a little consistency 
is in line here. 

We favor the sanctuary idea of Senate bill 2586 sponsored by our 
own Senator Church. We think that the bill shows a very sharp 
insight into one of the most important aspects of this matter before 
the committee, and that is, that there should be no dam constructed 
“which would flood established spawning grounds,” for after all 
that is basic, you can get the fish up there but if there is no place for 
them to spawn you are wasting your time. 

We do not favor the bill as written though because we cannot agree 
to construction on the Salmon, dam construction on the Salmon and 
because the bill does not encompass the other watersheds such as the 
Clearwater River which stream is every bit as important as the 
Salmon River. 

We favor the moratorium and research item in Senate Concurrent 
Resolution No. 35. We find that the time limit provision is unduly 
restrictive and unrealistic. Futhermore there is the legal question 
of whether or not a concurrent resolution as opposed to a joint 
resolution has the force and effect of law. 
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Now, I would ask this committee: We are the ones, Senator, who 
haven’t got the political organizational strength, the economic strength 
to make our views known in all kinds of fancy pamphlets and 
telegrams and all the rest of it. We are in this because we believe in it. 

I would ask this committee that before the committee makes a 
decision, which I think—this hearing here today surprised me because 
I didn’t know that we were here discussing whether one dam was 
more feasible than another. I thought this was three pieces of 
legislation that was before the committee to consider and today I 
have heard all about one type of dam over another dam, and I didn't 
think that that was in the confines of what this committee was 
meeting here for. 

As I say in my statement, we have long since lost our political 
virginity in this movement and we are fully aware of the titanic 
political and economic forces that are now involved in a bitter and 
bruising fight for preemption of the last remaining desirable dam- 
sites in the Columbia system. 

It is our hope that this subcommittee will do all that it honorably 
can, within the jurisdiction granted it, to see to it that our fish and 
wildlife resources are not submerged in the wave created by this 
rush for damsites. 

Now, we do not oppose dams. I have been for dams long before 
some of these “Johnnys-come-lately” have, Senator, but we have got 
a problem here. 

As you well know and it has many times been expressed, it ought to 
be looked into. If we can’t have fish and dams then we ought to so 
find out by research, and if we can have fish and dams we ought to 
so find out by research. 

There are hundreds of millions of dollars involved here and the 
figures are in my statement, that we would be throwing away by 
throwing away this resource, and we ought not to do that. I think 
that we can have both, perhaps to a limited degree, but we can still 
have both. 

I thank you very much for my opportunity to appear here. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Anderson, any questions 4 

Mr. Anperson. No questions. 

(Full statement follows :) 

My name is Eli Rapaich. I am an attorney residing at Lewiston, Idaho. 
I appear here as president of the District No. 2 Wildlife Federation of the 
State of Idaho, which federation is a sportsmen’s organization encompassing the 
Counties of Idaho, Clearwater, Nez Perce, Lewis, and Latah. 

These counties encompass the drainage of the Clearwater River and a large 
portion of the drainage of the main Salmon River, as well as a great stretch of 
the so-called middle Snake River. 

Our federation has long taken the position: ‘We are in favor of the construc- 
tion of the authorized lowhead dams below the confluence of the Snake and 
Clearwater Rivers, but we ask for a moratorium on the construction of any 
dams above said confluence until such time as answers have been found to the 
fish and wildlife problems created by the construction of high dams, or at least 
until such time as State and Federal fish and game agencies concerned have 
had time to complete their studies on such problems.” 

Figures compiled by our State Fish and Game Department show that 55 out 
of every 100 residents of our State, and this figure includes men, women, and 
children, go fishing or hunting. Each year these people spend over 3% million 
days angling, and 2 million days hunting. 
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This is equivalent to 15,000 years of hunting and fishing every year by 
Idahoans in Idaho. This says nothing of the vast influx of out-of-State fisher- 
men and hunters who make use of our fields and streams for hunting and fishing. 

It is conservatively estimated that between $25 million and $30 million is 
spent by sportsmen in Idaho every year. More pertinent to this hearing is a 
cooperative study made by the Federal Fish and Wildfife Service and the Idaho, 
Fish and Game Department covering the period from July, 1957, through June 30, 
1958, in the form of a creel census from Lewiston, Idaho, to Orofino, Idaho, up 
the drainage of the North Fork of the Clearwater River. 

This study reveals that some 42,460 days were spent at fishing for adult steel- 
head, and that 13,750 of these fish were caught. Based on an angler expenditure 
of $7.50 per fish, this study determined that the steelhead sport fishery for the 
area described was worth approximately $350,000 annually as a minimum figure. 

This $7.50 figure covers equipment, gas, food, and lodging. An angler expend- 
iture of $7.50 per fish is unrealistically low, as anyone who has fed lures to the 
ever-hungry snags on the bottom of the Clearwater River knows. 

To this figure should be added the fact that from 80 to 90 percent of the resi- 
dent trout caught in the Clearwater watershed are juvenile steelhead. We know 
that at least as much money is spent by trout fishermen as by steelhead fisher- 
men. And note that these figures deal only with a sports fishery for a portion 
of the Clearwater drainage. 

Neither funds nor time have been available for completing a study of the rest 
of the Clearwater drainage, or of the Salmon River and its tributaries. But 
commonsense dictates that we ought to take the time and spend the money to 
make the necessary studies, rather than rush headlong into the destruction of 
such an economically valuable resource. 

We of the Wildlife Federation feel that the above facts and figures justify 
our position that it is spiritually and economically beneficial to our people that 
our wildlife resources be widely used and conserved, and thus perserved for 
generations that follow us. 

Our organization is dedicated to work for and support those programs and 
policies which will protect, preserve, and perpetuate the fish and game resources 
of this State and the habitat so essential to their very existence. Without 
habitat in sufficient quantities and proper quality, our fish and wildlife cannot 
perpetuate themselves, nor can they be grown by man’s efforts. 

It has finally become respectable to admit that all dams, particularly high 
dams, create problems for fish and game. 

Kinsey M. Robinson, chairman of the board, Pacific Northwest Power Co., 
has stated: 

“In recent years there has been a revamping in thinking on the part of both 
power and fish and wildlife administrators. A recognition of each other’s 
problems, at least from my point of view and that of my company, leads to a 
realization of a need for cooperation in meeting the fish and game problems 
arising from our projects.” 

In a statement before the Corps of Engineers at Portland, Oreg., on November 
15, 1957, representatives of this same power combine said: 

“It is the view of the Pacific Northwest Power Co. that the Salmon River 
should be regarded as a fish sanctuary and no development attempted on that 
river until such time as there have been tested and proven, on other streams, 
methods which safely pass migrating salmon.” 

The fish-passage fiasco at Brownlee Dam in the fall of 1958, despite the 
tremendous fish loss it caused, has had two beneficial effects: (1) it brought 
to the public’s attention that high dams create a fish passage problem; and (2 
that that problem has not been solved. 

By the way, figures indicate that only about 25 percent of the expected 
number of downstream migrants have been passed over Brownlee on their way 
back to the sea. 

The fact that this subcommittee is meeting here at Lewiston today, of course, 
confirms the conclusion that the problem has not been solved. 

Since the committee has already held prior hearings on the bills under con- 
sideration, no useful purpose will be served by yet another detailed anulysis of 
the legislation. 

Briefly, district No. 2 favors S. 1420. If those people in the power industry, 
whether private or public, are really convinced that there is a fish problem 
and that it should be solved, what possible objection could they have to giving 
the Department of Interior, through the Fish and Wildlife Service and affected 
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State agencies, the right to put the facts before the Congress of the United 
States? 

It is no less logical and fair to do this than it is to have the opinions of 
engineers, geologists, and other experts on the feasibility of a particular project 
before granting a license or permit for its construction. 

I believe those who claim that S. 1420 gives the Secretary of the Interior u 
veto power have either misread or misinterpreted the bill. It is my opinion 
that the bill places the responsibility for the final decision in the hands of 
Congress. I find that an excellent idea. 

It is interesting to note what strange twists and turns in philosophy resuic 
from the possibility of profits, of the loss thereof. Many of those who put up 
this veto argument have, of recent years, argued most vociferously and vigor- 
ously against those “damn bureaucrats” who were usurping the power of Con- 
gress. I suppose it all depends on whose ox is being gored. 

We favor the sanctuary idea of S. 2586, sponsored by our own Senator Church, 
and think that the bill shows a sharp insight into one of the most important 
aspects of the matter before this committee, by providing that no dam shall 
be constructed “which would flood established spawning grounds.” 

We do not favor the bill as written, because we cannot agree to dam construc- 
tion on the Salmon and because the bill does not encompass other watersheds, 
such as the Clearwater. 

We very much favor the moratorium and research time of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35, but find the time limit provision unduly restrictive and unrealistic. 
Furthermore, there is the legal question of whether or not a concurrent resolu- 
tion, as opposed to a joint resolution, has the force and effect of law and thus 
would be binding on the Federal Power Commission. Also, the bill fails to 
provide the funds necessary to carry on the proposed studies. 

If the sponsors of the resolution really want a moratorium, an appropriate 
piece of legislation can surely be drafted. 

Those of us who have worked to preserve at least a semblance of our wildlife 
heritage for future generations, for which efforts we have been unfairly criti- 
cized and castigated, and from which we receive no monetary profit, are gratified 
that there is now recognition of the fact that fish and wildlife resources are 
valuable. 

But we have long since lost our political virginity, and are fully aware that 
titanic political and economic forces are now involved in a bitter and bruising 
fight for preemption of the last remaining desirable damsites in the Columbia 
system. It is our hope that this subcommittee will do all that it honorably can, 
within the jurisdiction granted it, to see to it that our fish and wildlife resources 
are not submerged in the wave created by this rush for damsites. 

Thank you very much for the opportunity to present our views. 


Senator Barrierr. So far as the list before me discloses, all wit- 
nesses who desired to be heard have been heard. Is there anyone 
else who wants to testify, but who did not previously put in an order 
of + bpd 

Mr. Eptine. I am Charles R. Epling and I live at 1204 12th Ave- 
nue, Lewiston, Idaho. I have lived in Lewiston all of my life. 

I wish to express my objection to the Senate Concurrent Reso- 
lution 35, as I feel that we cannot delay the construction of hydro- 
electric powerplants on the Snake River and still expect a growth 
of industries in the inland empire. 

The development of dams on our rivers I feel will also greatly 
improve the recreation facilities as well as aid in flood control in 
the area. 

Senator Bartiett. Thank you, sir. 

You stated what you wanted to say, that is, you are opposed to 
Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35. 

Mr. Anderson ? 

Mr. Anperson. No questions. 
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Senator Barrierr. Is there anyone else in the room who wants 
to be heard 4 
Come forward, sir. 


STATEMENT OF MARK TAYLOR, LEWISTON, IDAHO 


Mr. Taytor. Mr. Chairman, before I submit testimony I would 
like to strike somewhat of an acquantance, I used to live in Alaska 
and I know a great many of your friends there. 

(Discusssion off the record.) 

Senator Barrterr. It’s nice to meet you. 

Mr. Taytor. For the record my name is Mark Taylor, from 
Lewiston. 

Senator Bartierr. Give your mailing address, too, so that you 
will be sure to get a copy of this publication. 

Mr. Tayrtor. 505 24th Street North, Lewiston, Idaho. 

As a member of the Tri-State Hells Canyon Association, I have 
chosen to make this brief statement and will submit a more com- 
plete testimony in the form of a written statement at a later date. 

We are well aware of the fact that private enterprise has spent 
fabulous sums of money in brainwashing a complacent and apa- 
thetic public throughout this area. The evidence that this contin- 
uous propaganda has been effective in influencing the Army En- 
gineers is clearly demonstrated in the revised 308 report and 
recommendations by this respected body. 

We favor a moratorium on dam construction in the storage area 
of Hells Canyon, and encourage an accelerated program of dam 
construction between Lewiston and Ice Harbor to provide slack 
water to the twin cities of Lewiston, Idaho, and Clarkston, Wash. 

In view of the fact that the U.S. Government is spending millions 
in foreign aid, it would seem most feasible to adopt a budget for the 
expenditure of self-liquidating Federal power investments. 

Senator Bartlett, we are aware that 75 percent of all salmon under 
the U.S. flag are spawned and harvested in Alaska and that the new 
State of Alaska has some of the greatest known water resources in 
the area which are yet to be developed. I refer specifically to the 
Rampart project on the mighty Yukon River. I have been in that 
area by plane and landed at the village of Rampart with Harold 
Gillam. 

Let me remind you, Senator, that, to us, the high Nez Perce would 
be of equal importance to Idaho, Oregon, and Washington as the 
Rampart would be to Alaska. The undeniable truth is, Senator, 
that within this immediate area there exists a power potential of over 
8% million kilowatts and in the entire state of Idaho only 9 percent 
has been utilized. 

We respect the opinion of those who are concerned with fish, and 
favor intensive studies of the fish problem. We have been falsely 
accused of asking for immediate construction of the high Nez Perce 
Dam and of discouraging construction of downriver dams. 

We do, however, challenge those who place the value of fish above 
those of industrial growth and economic stability of the Pacific 
Northwest which is so vitally dependent on adequate electric power 
and water transportation. 
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Both are hinged to a full and comprehensive development of the 
area and by the people which in reality is the U.S. Government. 

In the not too distant future, we may come to realize that water 
storage may offer a larger contribution to the area than the electric 
power it is capable of ‘generating. In previous testimonies I have 
mentioned and I will repeat, to sacrifice the storage area of the pro- 
posed high Nez Perce Dam which was recommended by the Army 
Engineers in the original 308 report would be an unparalleled blunder 
of the 20th century. 

Now within a 75-mile radius of Grangeville, Idaho, which is 
some—perhaps 50—airline miles south and east of here, lies almost 
814 million kilowatts of unharnessed electric energy. 

There has been testimony by the Chamber of Commerce of Spo- 
kane, which indicated that they in the past have shown a tremendous 
interest in the development of the Columbia River and its resources. 
But I would challenge the man to read his history of that instal- 
lation and I think he will find that the chamber of commerce almost 
succeeded in defeating the structure which we now know as the 
Grand Coulee Dam. 

I can see no reason why fish should be placed ahead of the eco- 
nomic development of the region and why we should belittle the 
Russians on the strides they have made. I think that we should 
verhaps take stock in the fact that these people are a definite chal- 
ee to us in water resources development, not so much in the 
amount of electric energy they are able to develop and are developing 
at this time, but in the ‘reasonably and relatively short time in which 
they are accomplishing these tremendous feats. 

That will pretty well conclude my testimony, Senator, with one 
exception. I have here a quote from Gus Norwood’s testimony and 
Mr. Norwood is secretary of the Northwest Public Power Associ- 
ation, and he has done a tremendous amount of research into the 
power developments throughout the Northwestern States and Alaska. 
He was in the State of Alaska rec ently and is definitely interested 
in the Rampart project. He places a value—the annual wholesale 
value of power capabilities of the Salmon River at about $120 mil- 
lion. By comparison the wholesale value of fish runs in that stream 
is about $5 million, a ratio of 24 to 1. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Barrierr. Thank you, sir, for your verbal testimony. 
We will look forward to receiving ‘from you later a written statement. 
Next witness please. 





STATEMENT OF BLONDELL E. GROSECLOSE, JULIATTA, IDAHO 


Mr. Groseciose. Hon. Senator Bartlett and Mr. Anderson, my 
name is Blondell E. Groseclose. I am former military historian, 


World War II, European theater, erstwhile farmer in the pioneer 


plan that settled this countr v. 

I wish to say that we should take first things first. I feel that 
the fish and wildlife people should have a major part in deciding the 
status of the dams on the upper Salmon. I feel that Senator 
Church’s proposal for the fish sane tuar y there be put into operation; 
that a moratorium may be of some value, also. 
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I might give you for an example here, that in 1909 the Clearwater 
South Fork was dammed. Our Senator proposes to return that to 
use. But after the cycle of salmon and steelhead have been killed 
for 40 years, there is little likelihood of reestablishing the run there. 
If we have any thought to the experiments as being conducted on 
the east coast and partcularly in Maine, I think a moratorium would 
not be amiss. 

First, let’s go back to the Brownlee and Oxbow Dams. If we have 
as much continued loss of fingerlings as we have experienced in the 
last 4 years it won’t make any difference who builds dams on the 
upper Salmon. 

Our Clearwater, our little North Fork of the Clearwater, has 
diminished perhaps 50 percent in my lifetime. The timber interests 
are removing the watersheds. This has happened in the upper 
Salmon which drains into the proposed damsites—comes from the 
greatest primitive area in the continental United States. Multiple 
use have reduced that. We are pulling our watersheds away so we 
are going to have less area for this salmon to propagate in and if we 
do not use a little time now to take care of those fish, there won’t be 
any to worry with in the future. 

Here in 1928 we built a dam, not a very high one, here in Lewiston. 
For 4 years after that time, of course, the depression came, the 
salmon—that is, the chinook salmon—were from the bottom of the 
stream from side to side going against the turbulence, but they 
couldn’t go through. Forever and forever the chinook salmon run 
on the Clearwater River was vanished. It cannot be replaced. I 
have repeatedly checked into reports of salmon caught in the Clear- 
water, the chinook salmon, but it always developed there were a few 
that. spawned below the dam. 

We have ruined our heritage here on the Clearwater. Let us take 
a little time, sir, to study and first work out—begin our experimenta- 
tion right down there at the Brownlee Dam to see that our fingerlings 
are going over. 

It was my good fortune to be able to talk to a Russian engineer 
recently—within the last 4 years—who had built a number of dams 
in various rivers, some of them quite high. That was at the time of 
the Hells Canyon controversy and I was quite interested. It seems 
not only that the Russians exceeded us with the sputnik but they 
have also developed a technique of taking their fingerlings, and 
including sturgeon, through their dams. In Russia the food of the 
fish is much more a part of the economy than it is in the United 
States. It would be well if we could go over, some of our wildlife 
people, and find out how the Russians have managed this. 

Senator Barrierr. I might inform you, Mr. Groseclose, that 
within the last 2 months a group of Government officials and others 
interested in the fishing industry made a very extensive trip through 
Siberia. 

Mr. Grosrciose. Fine. I have seen the Danube and Volga Rivers 
and their dams. I hope that they have been able to confer with the 
Russian technicians and perhaps they might give us that information 
that we need. 

May I say again, may we not hasten too quickly to build either 
private or Federal dams upon our greatest spawning resource of the 
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Columbia River, until we have investigated a little more thoroughly 
than we have presently. aloe 

I would like to leave this thought to you: that I am not adverse to 
dams as such, but I would like to see our salmon conserved for those 
who come in the future more than they have been here on the 
Clearwater. 

Our senior Senator has admitted that we could have had more 
funds and have been making more studies than we have. Several 
million dollars has been spent on the lower Columbia, but up until 
the time of the Bruce’s Eddy controversy there was no money made 
available for the study of the salmon migration in the Clearwater and 
I believe in the Salmon River. 

The senior Senator said that by an oversight we lost a couple 
hundred thousand dollars this year that we could have had, which is 
regrettable. He has proposed a weir change in migration routes, 
electrical weir across the mouth of the North Fork of the Clearwater 
River. I personally would object to any such experimentation with 
the few steelhead we have left in that watershed. The experience in 
the east coast would seem to indicate that you can’t change materially 
the life cycle and migration routes of our salmon and steelhead and 
still have any fish left for posterity. 

Senator Bartierr. Mr. Groseclose, I hate to do this, but you have 
gone 2 minutes over the 8 minutes allowed to each witness, and if you 
want to inform us further, put it in writing. 

Mr. Groseciose. Right. 

Senator Bartietr. And we will read it. 

Mr. Grosecrose. Right, sir. 

Senator Barrterr. Do you have any questions, Mr. Anderson? 

Mr. Anperson. I wonder when you are talking about the steelhead 
run on the Clearwater, you say that the Lewiston Dam blocked them 
off 

Mr. Groseciose. Not the steelhead, the chinook. 

Mr. Anverson. How did the steelhead get over the dam? 

Mr. Groseciose. They went through the turbulence, the smaller 
ones. 

Mr. Anperson. Steelhead runs—I think Mr. Houck of the game 
department will agree with that—steelhead runs was also cut off at 
the same time as the salmon run and it has been reestablished by the 
planting above the dam when the dam was laddered. 

Mr. Groseciose. The trout and the steelhead, small ones, can go 
through the turbulence. I was very interested in that time that the 
small steelhead and the trout could go through the turbulence. 

Mr. Anperson. But big ones couldn’t go upstream over the 
dam 

Mr. Grosectose. No, sir. 

Mr. Anverson. And that cut off the run, did it not? 

Mr. Groseciose. Only materially. 

Mr. AnpersoNn. Only completely. 

Mr. Groseciosp. There was still a nucleus to work on. There was 
still a few that got through. 

Mr. Anverson. How did they get above the dam ? 

Mr. Groseciose. They went through the turbulence. 

I thank you very kindly, sir. 
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Senator Barriterr. Thank you Mr. Groseclose. 

Are there any further witnesses ? 

Mr. McDoweti. My name is Herb McDowell, Culdesac, Idaho. 

I am against the moratorium and this gentleman here was praising 
the Russian engineers. I think that we have the finest engineers in 
the United States here. I worked for an engineering corporation 
here during the war and at the present time I am working out here 
for the highway department. I am farming, too. My boy is doing 
the farming. 

I am against this, because any country that doesn’t develop their 
resources to the fullest extent is naturally going down the drain in 
the world today. 

If the Russian engineers were able to build those dams and build 
the ladders over the dams, they didn’t have any interference from 
any other group. In our democracy at work we have interference and 
sometimes it isn’t good and sometimes it is good. But, as a working- 
man I think that we should consider the facts of the people as well as 
the salmon. There’s a good many people here today that probably 
don’t have to work for wages, but I do. I like to see the industry 
expanded, that’s who I work for, and all of my fellow citizens have to 
work for these corporations of Potlatch Forest and that is how we 
make our living. Some of us don’t have enough to go on these wild 
hunting trips every year, we would like to, I buy a license every year 
but I just don’t have the time to go fishing. We have to feed our 
families and we are against—I think there are a good many men that 
are against this—and the man at the Clearwater Power Co. says that 
he represented the group that wasn’t for this moratorium. But I am 
a member of the Clearwater Power Co. and I am absolutely against 
the moratorium. So he doesn’t speak a hundred percent for the 
Clearwater Power Co. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you Mr. McDowell. You have the dis- 
tinction of being the final witness in these hearings at Lewiston, 
Idaho. 

(Statement of Ernest A. Nelsen follows :) 

THE BOLLINGER HOTEL, 
Lewiston, Idaho, November 10, 1959. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE 
(Attention: Hon. E. L. Bartlett, Hon. Norris Cotton) : 


Being in a position where one is in constant contact with the public, we have 
found at least 90 percent of the people are interested in the early development 
of the middle Snake River area. 

Our natural resources are only as good as we develop them and we believe that 
the early development and construction of the high Mountain Sheep Dam will 
be to the advantage of the entire Northwest. 

For these reasons and others, we are strongly opposed to any moratorium 
of the development of the Snake River; and are specifically and particularly 
opposed to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

Dated this 10th day of November, 1959, at Lewiston, Idaho. 

R. & E. NELSEN, INC., 
By (S.) Ernest A. NELSEN, 
Chairman of the Board. 


Senator Barrierr. The chairman wants to thank the people of 
Lewiston for the gracious hospitality they have shown the committee, 
and wants to thank every witness for having appeared. My only 
regret is that it became necessary to limit the length of time witnesses 
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might be heard. We—all of us—would have preferred it otherwise, 
but I think that if by appearing as you did and making verbal state- 
ments to be followed later if you so desire, by written presentations, 
you will have your views completely before the C ongress. 

This is a knotty problem. This is a weighty problem. I won’t 
make any references at all to a requirement that we be possessed of 
the wisdom of Solomon, but we are going to have to have quite a bit 
of wisdom to settle this in the best interests of all the people. 

You have had your say. We have been glad to hear you. Now 
the duty and the responsibility is ours. We are going to try to handle 
that responsibility, to discharge it for the benefit of all people. 

I want to say that it has been a great pleasure for me to have had 
associated with me in this hearing here at Lewiston my friends of 
long standing Representative Gracie Pfost and Idaho Junior Senator 
Frank Church. They have added much to the meeting and as we all 
knew they would. 

We are glad too that Senator Dworshak was so ably represented 
by Jack Anderson. 

Now, Mrs. Pfost, no, I am not going to call on you next, I am going 
to call on Senator Church and let you give the final word here. 

Senator ? 

Senator Cuurcn. I think that indicates, Mr. Chairman, that your 
appreciation for the fact that it is a woman who always has the final 
word anyhow. 

Senator Bartierr. Right. 

Senator Cuurcn. In Gracie Pfost’s case that is something that we 
can all approve of. 

I just want to conclude by saying, Mr. Chairman, many thanks for 
coming. You honored us here with’ your presence e and you have been 
of gree at assistance to us in trying to unravel this difficult and complex 
problem. I appreciate more than I can say the response that you 
have given us to our invitation to come to Idaho and to help us out. 

I would only add to that that everyone who has met you today, 
since last. night, have liked you very much. Everywhere I have 
heard compliments concerning the way you have handled this com- 
mittee hearing today. I just want to tell you how much we all 
appreciate it. 

Senator Barrietr. You make me feel downright good, Senator, 
but I feel good anyway being in Idaho. Thank you. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I want to concur in everything that Senator Church has said 
regarding these hearings and to add my personal thanks, just thanks 
a million for taking the time to come down to Lewiston, to have been 
as tolerant as you have been with the witnesses, with the demands that 
have been made upon you. We haven’t given you a minute to 
yourself. You have been most. generous. The people, as Senator 
Church has said, have loved you from the time you stepped off the 
plane in Lewiston. We could not have had anyone who would have 
spent more time on this problem that is so vital to this area. Your 
questions were of the nature that will add to the hearings materially. 

I join with Senator Church in saying thanks again for giving 
Lewiston and the people of this area your presence here, and partic- 
ularly for giving them the opportunity to express themselves for 
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and against the complex measures that you have under consideration 
in your committee. 

Senator Bartierr. Thank you, Mrs. Pfost. 

The committee will now adjourn. The field hearings on the three 
measures which have been under consideration, Ww ith the hope and 
intention on my part—which I know is fully shared by Mrs. Pfost 
and Senator Church, and Senator Neuberger who was with us at 
Astoria—that we won't permit any time to be wasted in seeking to 
arrive at a fair conclusion of these matters when the Congress re- 
convenes in January. 


We stand in adjournment. 
(Whereupon, at 6:20 p.m., the field hearing was adjourned.) 





Pasco-KENNEWICK CENTRAL LABOR COUNCIL, 
Pasco, Wash., January 5, 1960. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: The Pasco-Kennewick Central Labor Council has 
gone on record as unanimously being opposed to section 3 of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35 and also favoring immediate construction of high Mountain 
Sheep Dam. This council believes that immediate construction of high Moun- 
tain Sheep Dam would create much needed jobs for the people of the Northwest 
and would create no serious fish problems on the Snake River. 

It would also create adequate water storage and low-cost electric power for 
the people of the Northwest. 

We also believe that the building of high Mountain Sheep Dam would help 
create new industries along the middle Snake River. 

Sincerely yours, 
L. R. Kine, President. 


YAKIMA & East KLickiTatT Counties Lasor Councit, AFL—CIO, 
Yakima, Wash., January 7, 1960. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: Delegates assembled from each of the local unions 
at the last meeting of the Yakima & East Klickitat Counties Labor Council, 
AFL-CIO, voted unanimously to go on record as being opposed to section 3 of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. This section would declare a 5-year mora- 
torium on the building of dams on the middle Snake River in Idaho because 
of the migratory fish problem. 

In view of the critical power need in the Northwest and the proposed solution 
to the fish problem as offered by proponents of high Mountain Sheep Dam, we 
respectfully urge your opposition to this moratorium. 

We sincerely feel that continued Northwest progress is dependent upon a 
continuing program of dam construction. Additional power to meet an expand- 
ing need of existing and new industry is of prime concern to all of us. This 
council is opposed to any law or policy to the contrary. 

Yours very truly, 
W. B. McLarn, Secretary-Treasurer. 


WALLACE CHAMBER OF CoM MERCE, 
Wallace, Idaho, November 5, 1959. 
Senator BARTLETT, 
Chairman, Senate Subcommittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 


DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: The Wallace, Idaho, Chamber of Commerce desires 
that its views be submitted to the subcommittee concerning Senate Concurrent 
Resolution No. 35, Senate bill 2586 and Senate bill 1420 for incorporation in 
the record. 
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By motion of the chamber membership adopted November 4, 1959, I am 
instructed to inform you, as follows: 

1. The Wallace, Idaho, Chamber of Commerce is opposed to paragraph 3 of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 35 and the delay in the development of low- 
cost electric power that will result from its adoption. The chamber favors the 
construction of the high Mountain Sheep Dam by private capital at the earliest 
possible date. 

The chamber does favor that portion of the resolution which proposes con- 
tinued study and research to successfully solve the problem of passing migratory 
fish over dam structures. 

2. Consistent with the foregoing position the chamber favors the general 
aim of Senate bill 2586 to further research in regard to passing migratory fish 
dam structures and limiting the construction of dams on the Salmon River for 
the present. There appears to be no reason, however, for limiting dam con- 
struction on the Snake River upstream from the mouth of the Salmon River. 

3. The chamber opposes Senate bill 1420 as fostering unnecessary delays in 
the approval of dam construction. The legitimate purposes of this bill can be 
presently attained at hearings before the Federal Power Commission. 

Very truly yours, 
Pratt HULL, 
Chairman, State and National Affairs Committee, 
Wallace, Idaho, Chamber of Commerce. 


TACOMA, WASH., August 10, 1959. 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DeaR SENATOR MAGNUSON: Thank you for your letter of August 4. May I 
outline the basic reasoning behind the plan for safe and natural migration of 
fish through high dams? 

The fish seek a natural gravity flow of water for their migrations. They 
know the direction, the time to migrate, and have strength and determination 
so that elevation and distance in a reaonable flow of water are of little 
importance. 

The first requirement is for a gravity flow fishway through the dam to 
replace the stream for migratory purposes. The fishway need not be large 
or require a great flow of water. It should be in operation day and night, 
all seasons of the year, for all streamflows and reservoir levels. It should be 
exposed to the atmosphere, should not freeze in winter, or become excessively 
warm in summer. 

Secondly,. the downstream migrants must be diverted from water flowing 
to the penstocks and turbines over to the upstream entrance to the fishway. 

And finally, the upstream migrants must be diverted from water discharg- 
ing from the dam over to the upstream entrance to the fishway. 

These requirements are satisfied by the system described in the patent. It 
is simply a combination of know and proven devices. 

I thank you for bringing the plan to the attention of the Subcommittee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. If I can be of service to you, please let me 
know. 

Very truly yours, 
DoNALD L. JOHNSON. 


RESOLUTION ENDORSING PROPOSED HIGH MOUNTAIN SHEEP DAM, NortTH 
CLACKAMAS COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, MILWAUKIE, OREG. 


Whereas an abundance of low cost power is vital to the continued progress 
and growth of the State of Oregon ; and 

Whereas new power resources will be needed in Oregon and in the North- 
west by the mid-1960’s; and 

Whereas prompt construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam by Pacific 
Northwest Power Co. will assure Oregon’s citizens of a substantial portion 
of low-cost hydro power by 1965; and 
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Whereas the high Mountain Sheep project has been recommended by the 
division engineer of the Corps of Engineers as a unit in the comprehensive plan 
of development of the Columbia Basin; and 

Whereas high Mountain Sheep Dam will provide the Northwest with 2 million 
kilowatts of power in ultimate capability ; and 

Whereas the effect of section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 would 
be to delay needed and continued comprehensive development ; and 

Whereas it being further stipulated, that all consideration be given to the 
protection and enhancement of fish and wildlife, and the installations of park 
facilities around and about the high Mountain Sheep Dam site: Now, there- 
fore, be it 

Resolwed, That this organization support the application of Pacific North- 
west Power Co. to construct the high Mountain Sheep project, and opposes the 
moratorium features of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to Senator Bartlett, 
chairman of a subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce, to the Oregon Water Resources Board and to all members 
of the Oregon congressional delegation. 

R. H. McCiLarn, 
President, North Clackamas County Chamber of Commerce 

Attest: 

R. V. HILLiprRanp, 
Secretary. 
Dated, January 22, 1960. 


HEADQUARTERS, IDAHO, November 13, 1959. 
INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Service Committee, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 


We want to go on record in favor of the Mountain Sheep Dam, opposed to the 
Nez Perce Dam. 
IpAHO OvuTDOOR ASSOCIATION, 
ALICE MartTINn, Secretary. 
Bubp MartTIn, Second Vice President. 


OREGON DIVISON OF IzZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, EUGENE, OREG., 


RESOLUTION 7: FIsH RESEARCH 


Wheras the anadromous salmon and steelhead trout of the Columbia River 
are of great economic and esthetic value as sport and commercial fish; and 

Whereas the continued production of these fish, particularly the longrun 
races, is dependent upon the maintenance of natural spawning grounds in the 
watershed and of migration routes to them ; and 

Whereas Columbia basin development plans contain proposals for high dams 
across these migration routes below the few remaining spawning grounds; and 

Whereas acquisition of knowledge and skills necessary to provide and main- 
tain adequate passages past such structures has not kept pace with the plan- 
ning and design of the dams; and 

Whereas research is necessary to obtain this knowledge, vital to maintenance 
of this renewable natural resource; and 

Whereas this Columbia River salmon and steelhead resource is of national 
significance: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Izaak Walton League of America, That the U.S. Government 
make $1 million per year available for research into ways and means of main- 
taining anadromous fish in the face of the major structures proposed for construc- 
tion below their spawning grounds. 
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KALISPELL CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Kalispell, Mont., January 25, 1960. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SIR: 

Resolved, That the Kalispell Chamber of Commerce is on record as favoring 
the construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam by the Pacific Northwest 
Power Co.; 

Whereas the division of engineers and Board of Engineers, U.S. Army 
Engineers, have recommended high Mountain Sheep Dam; and 

Whereas high Mountain Sheep Dam gives greatest protection to salmon 
fishery existing in the Salmon River ; and 

Whereas the effect of the moratorium provisions in Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 385, paragraph 3, is designed to delay needed and continued 
comprehensive development: Now be it 

Resolved, That this organization opposes paragraph 3 of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35, as a block to development, and, therefore, against the develop- 
ment of the Pacific Northwest. 

EUGENE O. GILLETTE, President. 


IpAHO STATE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Boise, Idaho, November 11, 1959. 
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Lewiston, Idaho. 


DeaR Sir: The executive committee of the Idaho State Chamber of Commerce 
has authorized this statement and has requested that it be entered for the 
record in the hearing to be conducted at Lewiston, Idaho, November 12, 1959. 

It is our understanding that two proposals are to be considered at the above 
hearing; namely, S. 2568, by Senator Church of Idaho, and Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35, by Senator Magnuson of Washington. 

We can see no objection to S. 2586, but oppose, without qualification, Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35. 

To substantiate our position with respect to the measures under consideration 
here, it should be pointed out that it has been the long-established policy of the 
Idaho State Chamber of Commerce to advocate and support comprehensive and 
integrated development of all natural resources in Idaho and the region. 

The Pacific Northwest States are in a critical period of their history. It 
is a recognized fact that the region is experiencing dramatic increases in 
population and markets. Industries are expanding and must continue to 
expand accordingly. Therefore, an adequate supply of power from year to year 
is one of the integral parts of orderly development. 

In the immediate years ahead, we must continue to rely upon our water 
resources for the generation of power. The timetable for development, dictated 
by the dynamic economy of the region, cannot be disrupted for even as much 
as 5 years. 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 seeks to impose a delay of 5 years on any 
authorization under the provisions of the Federal Power Act as they would 
relate to certain stretches of the middle Snake River. Such a delay would be 
for the purpose of undertaking a program to increase the crop of anadromous 
fish. 

But governmental agencies and private interests have, for many years, recog- 
nized the need for sustaining and improving the anadromous fish run in the 
Columbia River Basin. They have maintained vigorous fisheries research pro- 
grams and there are adequate safeguards at regional State and local levels to 
insure the continuation of such programs. 

Certainly, fisheries research holds a recognized place in any orderly scheme 
of development of all of the region’s natural resources, but only if it complements, 
and does not displace, other phases of resource development. 

Respectfully, 


ArtTuur L. BARNES, President. 











COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN FISHERY RESOURCES 483 


WALLA WALLA, WASH., November, 5, 1959. 
Hon. FRANK CHURCH, 
Chairman, Special Committee on S. 2586 and Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR CHURCH: Pursuant to notice of public hearing to be held in 
Lewiston, Idaho, on November 12, 1959, at which time consideration will be given 
to S. 2586, introduced by yourself and Senator Richard L. Neuberger ; and Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35, introduced by Senator Warren G. Magnuson and 
others, I am attaching hereto a true and exact copy of Resolution No. 24 covering 
the subject matter and which was passed at the last annual meeting of this 
association in Lewiston, Idaho, on November 3, 1959. 

This resolution was passed with an attendance of approximately 200 gentle- 
men present and only 8 opposed its passage. 

Thank you most kindly for this opportunity of presenting this material to you 
and with warm personal regards and best wishes. 

Sincerely, 
INLAND EMPIRE WATERWAYS ASSOCIATION, 
HERBERT G. WEST, Executive Vice President. 


RESOLUTION No. 24 


Whereas the Inland Empire Waterways Association, since 1947, when a 
moratorium on dams was first recommended has opposed any such moratorium 
as not in the public interest ; and 

Whereas this association has, over the years, supported an aggressive fish 
engineering research program and in annual testimony has supported appro- 
priations for said program, as outlined in our Resolution No. 8 of this year; 
and 

Whereas as the result of adequate appropriations for fish engineering and 
research and a reasonably aggressive new start program the question of fish 
has been and is of great importance to the proper formulation of our program; 
and 

Whereas we believe that a moratorium would only serve to curtail construc- 
tion on dams of the lower Snake River as authorized and under construction 
such as Ice Harbor, Lower Monumental, Lower Granite and Little Goose 
projects; and 

Whereas it is inconsistent to secure planning and construction funds for the 
lower Snake River dams and at the same time to support a moratorium on 
dams on the middle Snake River; and 

Whereas the section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, 86th Congress, 
1st session, definitely imposes a moratorium on construction of dams on the 
middle Snake drainage; and 

Whereas consenting to a moratorium on the middle Snake River would tend 
to lead to a further moratorium on the dams now authorized or under con- 
struction on the lower Snake River: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Inland Empire Waterways Association, in regular meeting 
held at Lewiston, Idaho, this 3d day of November 1959, does hereby oppose any 
such moratorium on the middle Snake River as not in the public interest of the 
development of the Columbia and Snake Rivers watershed; be it further 

Resolved, That an officer of the Inland Empire Waterways Association shall 
present a copy of this resolution at the hearing in Lewiston, Idaho, the 12th 
of November 1959, and copies also be sent to each and every member of the 
Pacific Northwest congressional delegation, to the Governors of Oregon, Wash- 
ington, Idaho, and Montana, the Secretary of the Army, the Secretary of the 
Interior, the Bureau of the Budget, and to the Federal Power Commission. 


(The following material was subsequently submitted for the 
record :) 


STATEMENT OF HARRY HUDLOW, MANAGER, FRANKLIN CouNTY Pusiic UTILITY 
District No. 1, FAVORING SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 35 AT ASTORIA, OREG., 
NOVEMBER 10, 1959 


My name is Harry H. Hudlow, manager of Franklin County Public Utility 
District No. 1, of Pasco, Wash. 
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Our district serves 7,000 accounts in the lower Columbia Basin and we are 
interested primarily in a good sound approach on an integrated basis of all 
phases of water development in the Columbia-Snake watershed. 

We have recently seen unnecessary permanent loss of generating capacity and 
flood control as a result of too hasty action in the middle Snake River area. 

We do not want to see this mistake repeated in the case of the present applica- 
tion for construction of less than maximum capacities on the middle Snake. 

We are in full accordance with and wish to give full support to Senate Con- 
current Resolution 35, and fully endorse the amendment thereto offered by 
Gus Norwood, of the Northwest Public Power Association in his statement 
prepared for the November 10 hearing at Astoria, Oreg. 

Stated simply, it looks like a good bet to take some time for concentration study 
of the fish problems, avoid the apparent mistakes made already on the middle 
Snake, and be as sure as possible before proceeding with construction of any 
new dams at this time. 

Economic studies indicate a tremendous advantage, powerwise, in following the 
age-old adage ‘“‘look before we leap.” 

Respectfully submitted. 

Harry H. HupLow, 
Manager, Franklin County Public Utility District, Pasco, Wash. 


INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS, 
Loca. No. 768, 
Kalispell, Mont., February 10, 1960. 
Hon. Senator BP. L. Bartlett, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR: Local 768 of the International Brotherhood of Electrical Work- 
ers joins with the many other local unions of the IBEW in the Northwest in 
opposition to section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. This section 
would declare a moratorium on hydrodam building on the middle Snake River 
until June 30, 1964. The reason given for such a moratorium has to do with 
problems concerned with transporting of fish over dams. 

The Pacific Northwest Power Co., comprised of four investor owned utilities 
who are signatory to labor agreements with the IBEW, has applied for a license 
to build high Mountain Sheep Dam on the Snake River. This dam is recom- 
mended by the U.S. Corp of Engineers and it meets the approval of those pri- 
marily concerned with the fish problems as it creates a sanctuary for fish on 
the Salmon River. It will provide the needed power at the end of its construc- 
tion 5 years hence—at which time, a serious need for power in the Northwest 
will exist. 

A great many local unions and central labor councils in the States of Washing- 
ton, Idaho, and Oregon are on record favoring this matter. We wish to concur 
and add our support to a program of research in problems concerned with 
anadromous fish, but vigorously oppose the delay in power development provided 
in section 3, which is a device to block private companies from building dams. 
We sincerely believe private companies should be allowed to build dams that 
are recommended and approved by the U.S. Corps of Engineers. We earnestly 
solicit your support of our position on Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 and hope 
that you will urge the granting of a license to the Northwest Power Co. to build 
high Mountain Sheep Dam at the earliest possible time. 

With best personal regards, 

Sincerely, 
ARTHUR BARIL. 


FreBRUARY 18, 1960. 
Hon. BD. L. BARTLETT, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Fisheries of Senate Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

Urge immediate favorable action on Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. This 
will give the Congress proper opportunity to consider and act upon the recom- 
mendations of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers review report for the Columbia 
Basin. It will also give the Congress proper opportunity to promote the quickest 
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possible solution to problems of water development for the middle Snake River 
involving preservation of the migratory fish resource. 
ANDREW J. BIEMILLER, 
Director, Department of Legislation, AFL-CIO. 


INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS, 
BREMERTON LOCAL No. 574, 
Bremerton, Wash., December 15, 1959. 
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 
U.S. Senator, Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: Local 574 of the International Brotherhood of Elec- 
trical Workers has gone on record as being opposed to section 3 of the Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35. This section would declare a 5-year moratorium 
on hydrodam building in the middle Snake River. The suggested reason for 
such a moratorium is the fish problem and the inadequate facilities for handling 
this problem. 

By keeping the Salmon River open until suitable facilities are available to 
take care of the fish problem should satisfy all people concerned. We therefore 
see no reason for any delay in dam construction above the mouth of the Salmon 
River and we urge immediate construction. 

The power situation is serious and before we can have more industry we must 
have sufficient power and we cannot wait another 10 years. 

We of the Electrical Workers are building tradesmen and we must have con- 
struction if we have work for the people we represent. 

These hydro projects also provide us with work after the construction has been 
completed. 

Therefore, Senator Bartlett, we urge you to do all within your power to see 
that a dam above the Salmon River is built. 

Very truly yours, 
Byron BLANCHARD, Recording Secretary. 


FEBRUARY 16, 1960. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 


Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Stir: I feel that the construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam, as recom- 
mended by the U.S. Army Engineers, would provide a solution to the needed 
protection regarding the salmon problem existing on the Salmon River. In the 
near future the Northwest will experience a need for power and this dam would 
answer to those needs. 

Section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, if passed, will curtail such 
water development which in turn would hinder development of our Pacific 
Northwest. 

It is my contention that private concerns desiring to construct a proposed 
dam, as approved by U.S. Army Engineers, should not be prevented from doing 
so. Paragraph 3 of the moratorium provisions in Senate Concurrent Resolution 
35 would bring about prevention of development, such as the construction of 
high Mountain Sheep Dam, and it is for this reason that I strongly express 
opposition to the mentioned paragraph 3. 

ANNE B. Brockway, 
Mayor, City of Libby, Mont. 





INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS, 


LocaL UNION No. 322, 


Casper, Wyo., February 2, 1960. 
Hon. Senator GALE MoGeEr, . . 


U.S. Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR GALE McGee: Local 322 of the International Brotherhood of 
Electrical Workers joins with the many other local unions of the IBEW in th: 
Northwest in opposing section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 


This see 
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tion would declare a moratorium on hydrodam building in the middle Snake 
River until June 30, 1964. The reason given for such a moratorium has to do 
with problems concerned with transporting fish over dams. 

The Pacific Northwest Power Co., comprised of four investor-owned utilities 
who are signatory to labor agreements with the IBEW, has applied for a license 
to build high Mountain Sheep Dam on the Snake River. This dam is recom- 
mended by the U.S. Corps of Engineers and it meets ‘the approval of those pri- 
marily concerned with the fish problem as it creates a sanctuary for fish on the 
Salmon River. It will provide the needed power at the end of its construction 
which will take 5 rears and at which time a serious need for more power in the 
Northwest will exis:<¢. 

A great many local unions and central labor councils in the States of Wash- 
ington, Idaho, and Oregon are on record in this matter. We wish to concur and 
add our support to a program of research in problems concerned with anadro- 
mous fish but vigorously oppose the delay in power development provided in 
section 3 which is a device to block private companies from building dams. 

With the prospective industrial development in these western areas forthcom- 
ing, any legislation to block private companies from building dams would seri- 
ously hinder the economy of these areas because of shortage of power. 

We earnestly solicit your support of our position on Senate Concurrent Reso- 
lution 35 and hope that you will urge the granting of a license to the Northwest 
Power ©o. to build high Mountain Sheep Dam at the earliest possible time. 

Sincerely, 
Cari F. Brown, Business Manager. 





INTERNATIONAL Hop CARRIERS’, BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION 
LABORERS’ UNION OF AMERICA, 
Loca No. 252, 
Tacoma, Wash., March 25, 1960. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: Please enter this letter as part of the record of the 
hearings in Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

The Hod Carriers’, Building and Construction Laborers’ Local Union No. 252, 
representing over 1,200 members, at the regular business meeting held Thurs- 
day, March 24, 1960, went on record as favoring the approval for immediate con- 
struction of high Mountain Sheep Dam by the Pacific Northwest Power Co. 

The orderly development of our hydroelectric resources is important to all the 
Northwest States. We must have an ample supply of power to meet the de 
mands of expanding industry and provide jobs for our increasing population. 

Respectfully yours, 
Gorbon J. Brown, Secretary-Treasurer. 





UNITED BROTHERHOOD, CARPENTERS AND JOINERS OF AMERICA, 
LocAL UNION No. 1691, 
Coeur @ Alene, Idaho, February 18, 1960. 
Senator E. L. Barter, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: Local 1691 cf the United Brotherhood of Carpenters 
has gone on record as being opposed to section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 35 in regard to the moratorium on construction on the Snake River. We 
feel any possibility of curtailing the potential of power in the Northwest at this 
time is ill advised and not in the best interest of our economy. 

The fish migration issue at this time we feel is not too involved, but have in 
mind the necessity of planning for this dam and future development of dams 
along the waterways in this area. 

Hoping your committee will give this matter the consideration it deserves, I 
remain 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep R. Caruson, Recording Secretary. 
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INTERNATIONAL UNION OF OPERATING ENGINEERS, 
LocaL UNIONS 370, 370—A, 370—-B, 370—-D, 
Spokane, Wash., and Coeur d'Alene, Idaho, February 18, 1960. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: Please enter the following as part of the record of 
the hearings on Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

Operating Engineers Local 370, Idaho Division, wishes to go on record as 
being opposed to section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 for the reason 
that this moratorium would delay the development of the vast power potential 
of the Pacific Northwest, and further delay of this power development would be 
detrimental to our progress in the Pacific Northwest. 

Yours very truly, 
W. R. CLARK, 
Representative, International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 370. 





WASHINGTON STATE SENATE, 
30TH LEGISLATIVE SESSION, 
February 4, 1960. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senator Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: As an individual I would like to be on record as 
opposing paragraph 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 introduced in the 
Senate of the United States on May 13, 1959. 

It appears this paragraph is intended as a stall to the issuing of a license for 
the construction of the Mountain Sheep project. 

As a member of the Washington State Senate and since that time, I have been 
interested in the development of the Northwest and particularly the State of 
Washington, including the Columbia and Snake River systems. 

I recommend a license be issued for the construction of the Mountain Sheep 
project on the middle Snake River by the Pacific Northwest Power Co. 


HENRY J. COPELAND. 


BENDIX MUSIc-ELEcTRIC SHop, 


Walla Walla, Wash., February 5, 1960. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 


Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DeaR Sir: In reference to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 I should like to 
lodge my opposition, particularly with paragraph 3. It delays development of the 
river until 1964. With our immediate needs and population growth this matter 
should be expedited instead of being retarded. 

Trusting that you will give this consideration. 

Very sincerely, 


LEE CORDINER. 


Lispy CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 


Libby, Mont., February 11, 1960. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 


Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sir: The Libby Chamber of Commerce, having reach a unanimous de- 
cision, wishes to go on record as opposing paragraph 3 of the moratorium pro- 
visions in Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

Construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam by the Pacific Northwest Power Co. 
is fully approved by the Libby Chamber of Commerce. This dam has been rec- 
ommended by the U.S. Army Engineers and would provide protection to salmon 
fishery existing in the Salmon River. 
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Paragraph 3 of the moratorium provisions in Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 
is designed to indefinitely postpone necessary water development which would in 
turn curtail the use of natural resources as development of the Pacific North- 


west. 
C. E. Crocker, President. 





TACOMA BUILDING & CONSTRUCTION TRADES COUNCIL, 
Tacoma, Wash, February 10, 1960. 
Hon. BP. L. Bartiett, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: The Pierce County Building & Construction Trades 
Council, representing some 5,000 workmen in western Washington, hereby wish 
to express their opposition to section 3 of Senate Resolution No. 35, which would 
provide for a moratorium on all dam construction in the Middle Snake River 
for a period of 5 years. 

This council is primarily concerned with employment of building tradesmen. 
With added power in the Northwest, new industries will become more interested 
in locating here, thereby creating a more favorable employment situation. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES A. Davis, Executive Secretary. 





LocaL UNIon No. 98, 
UNITED BROTHERHOOD OF CARPENTERS AND JOINERS OF AMERICA, 
Spokane, Wash., December 14, 1959. 
Senator Rosert BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: Please enter the following as part of the record 
of the hearing being held at Lewiston, Idaho, November 12, 1959, on Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35. 

The Carpenters Local Union No. 98 wishes to express their opposition to 
section 3 of the Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 which would provide a mora- 
torium on all dam construction in the Middle Snake River for a 5-year period. 

Our understanding is that we can have both dam and fish by keeping the 
Salmon River open until the fish problem is solved. 

In view of the above facts we wish to urge immediate construction of the high 
Mountain Sheep Dam. 

Sincerely yours, 
O. F. Dawson, Recording Secretary. 


Boise, Ipano, February 10, 1960. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 


Urge support of amendments to Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 moratorium 
on Middle Snake until study may be made. 
DARREL H. DORMAN, 
President, Idaho State AFL-CIO. 


Coeur D’ALENE VALLEY CHAPTER, 
IDAHO OuTDOOR ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Wallace, Idaho, November 9, 1959. 


Senator FrankK CHURCH, 
Boise, Idaho. 

Dear SENATOR: We, the members of the Coeur d’Alene Valley Chapter of the 
Idaho Outdoor Association, Wallace, Idaho, wish to go on record requesting that 
the needs of water for fish and wildlife in our grand State of Idaho, be given 
protective recognition. 
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The revenues taken in from licenses, food, gas, and other necessities and the 
great attraction our game and fish have toward bringing tourists here, help in 
no small means toward our economy. Remember, hunting and fishing is the 
third largest industry in the State. 

There is no doubt that other interests such as agriculture, industry, power, 
and tlood control will be adequately presented to your committee. 

You may put our organization on record as wholeheartedly supporting Senate 
Resolution 35 and Senate bill 2586. 

Very truly yours, 
Rosert BE. FRANK, President. 


ONTARIO, OrneEG., February 26, 1960. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

The Eastern Oregon Tri-County Building & Construction Trades Council in 
meeting last night in Ontario, Oreg., went on record as being opposed to sec- 
tion 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 and respectfully request the Pacific 
Northwest Power Co., be granted a license for the immediate construction of 
high Mountain Sheep Dam. Please enter this as a part of the record on hear- 
ings on Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. Statement in more complete detail 
to follow. 


rn 


D. I. Frirrs, Secretary. 


ONTARIO, OrREG., March 1, 1960. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: This letter will confirm our telegram directed to you 
February 26, 1960. We hope your committee will give favorable consideration 
to this statement of position taken by the Eastern Oregon Tri-County Building 
& Construction Trades Council and respectfully request that your committee 
oppose most vigorously any type of moratorium on dam construction on the 
Snake River. 

The Eastern Oregon Tri-County Building & Construction Trades Council, meet- 
ing at Ontario, Oreg., on February 25, 1960, unanimously approved the action 
taken by the Oregon and Washington State Associations of Electrical Workers, 
Building & Construction Trades Councils, central labor councils, and local unions 
of the Pacific Northwest in opposition to section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 35, and respectfully urges your committee to oppose any type of legis- 
lation which would delay construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam. 

The Eastern Oregon Tri-County Building & Construction Trades Council has 
taken the position that it is for the best comprehensive development of our 
rivers. To us this means the best dams to deliver the greatest public benefits 
such as storage for power, flood control, navigation, and recreation as well as due 
consideration for the displacement of existing resources such as fish. 

High Mountain Sheep Dam can be producing millions of kilowatts of low-cost 
power while fish research is carried on. It is not in conflict with any other dam 
for which money has been appropriated, and after the fish problem is solved, 
it, together with lower Canyon Dam on the Salmon River, will provide more 
power, storage for downstream power, and navigation and more flood control 
than the only other alternate site, Nez Perce, which would destroy the fish runs 
on the Salmon River. 

Our endorsement of high Mountain Sheep Dam is in keeping with these 
principles and it can be built now so that it will be producing power in time to 
meet the demands of 1965 to 1970. 

When a dam meets these specifications and can be built, labor gains from all 
aspects of its construction—jobs during construction and operation, jobs manu- 
facturing the equipment and transporting it, jobs in industry that follow when 
power is available and jobs providing homes for those who follow industry. 

We do not subscribe to the argument that because labor opposed the Idaho 
Power Co’s licensing the Hells Canyon section of the Snake River it should 
follow blindly the recommendations of those who oppose high Mountain Sheep 
Dam. The issues are not the same. High Mountain Sheep Dam is proper and 
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meets the specifications of full development as we see it. The four companies 
who propose to build high Mountain Sheep Dam are each in good standing 
with organized labor and have good, sound labor-management agreements. 

The builders of high Mountain Sheep Dam have announced, and their past 
actions support their statement, that they will only use equipment manufactured 
in the United States by U.S. labor. This is in contrast to many other project in 
the Pacific Northwest where the equipment was and is being manufactured in 
foreign countries with low-paid labor. 

It is the confirmed opinion of the Eastern Oregon Tri-County Building & 
Construction Trades Council, and the other associations and councils agree, that 
we are entirely within our constitutional rights to analyze and take action on 
a major local matter having such grave effect on the welfare of our local unions. 
We believe that we are in a better position to decide who is right and who is 
wrong. 

We are not taking sides in this matter between private and public power 
philosophies but we are on the side of immediate construction of this hydro- 
electric project and against further delay. 

Very truly yours, 
EASTERN OREGON TRI-COUNTY BUILDING 
AND CONSTRUCTION TRADES COUNCIL. 
By JOHN M. Ruopes, President. 
D. I. Frirrs, Secretary. 


INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS, 
December 10, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Ojfice Building, Washington, D.C. 
(Attention Senator Bartlett, Mr. Fred Williams, Local 125 IBEW, Senator 
Warren Magnuson, Federal Power Commission. ) 

DeaR SENATOR BARTLETT: Please be informed that we of the Yakima Unit 
IBEW 125, wish to reiterate our stand of at least 2 years ago pertaining to the 
high Mountain Sheep Dam. 

Since the Pacific Northwest does need power critically, and the salmon runs 
will be perpetually unhampered (S. 2586) and it will provide progressive prog- 
ress and employment, then we do sincerely believe that section 3 of the Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35 which would impose a 5-year moratorium, if not 
longer, would be wasteful and therefore also deplorable. 

Respectfully, 
LEONARD FROEHLICH, Recording Secretary. 


KALISPELL, Mont., February 16, 1960. 
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: The Kalispell Junior Chamber of Commerce, Kali- 
spell, Mont., at its regular meeting held on February 15, 1960, adopted the follow- 
ing resolution by unanimous vote: 

“Resolved, That the Kalispell Junior Chamber of Commerce express and 
communicate to the proper authorities its objection to paragraph No. 3 of Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35, and recommend that such resolution be not ap- 
proved for the following reasons: 

“1, It will prevent the orderly development of the Middle Snake River and 
will prevent construction of the generation facilities necessary to supply the 
power needs of the people of the Pacific Northwest and overcome the power 
shortage predicted within the near future. 

“2. It would prevent the construction of the high Mountain Sheep Dam by 
the Pacific Northwest Power Co., which project this organization hereby approves. 

“3. The protection of anadromous fish does not require the complete cessation 
of project construction, but only that each project provide the maximum pro- 
tection of the fish population consistent with the needs of all the people of the 
Pacific Northwest.” 
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We ask that this resolution be made part of the hearing record on Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35. 
Very truly yours, 
KALISPELL JUNIOR CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
By DALE GILBERTSON, Secretary. 


SOUTHWESTERN IDAHO BUILDING & CONSTRUCTION TRADES COUNCIL, 
Boise, Idaho, March 15, 1960. 
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: Please enter the following as part of the record of 
the hearing being held on Senate Concurrent Resolution 35: 

The Southwestern Idaho Building & Construction Trades Council has gone 
on record as being opposed to section 3 of the Senate Concurrent Resolution 
35, Which would declare a moratorium on all dam construction in the middle 
Snake River for a period of 5 years. 

A member of this council visited the dam sites and found that the high 
Mountain Sheep Dam would create no serious salmon migratory problem on 
the Snake River, as the high Mountain Sheep Dam is designed to provide for 
satisfactorily handling migratory fish on the Snake and Imnaha Rivers and 
does not hinder the migration of fish on the Salmon River. 

This council believes that the 5-year moratorium is unnecessary and ill- 
advised in view of the needs for adequate hydroelectric development of the 
Pacific Northwest. 

Sincerely yours, 
ARTHUR HALL, Secretary. 


INTERNATIONAL Hop CARRIERS’ BUILDING & 
COMMON LABORERS’ UNION OF AMERICA, 
LoOcAL No. 797, 
Coeur d’ Alene, Idaho, February 18, 1960. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: Please enter the following as part of the record of 
the hearings on Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

The Construction & General Laborers, Local 797, is interested in the con- 
tinued development of the Northwest. We realize that electric power is and 
will be one of the greatest needs for continued area development. 

The members of local 797 wish to go on record as being in opposition to section 
3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, 

Very truly yours, 
E. J. HURRELL, 
Secretary, Construction & General Laborers, Local 797. 


GREEN GIANT Co., 
BLuE MOUNTAIN DIVISION, 
Dayton, Wash., February 16, 1960. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sir: As a citizen and as a participant in the free enterprise system 
that has made our country strong, I am concerned about the regulatory effect 
of Senate Resolution No. 35 and its suppression of the development of private 
utilities in the Pacific Northwest. 

Although certainly there has been times when the Federal Government be- 
cause of the size of projects had to fill the need of the development of our 
country, I strongly believe, where possible, private industry should be given 
a chance to do it before Federal intervention. Therefore, it is logical that the 
section regulating the delay of the isslance of the high Mountain Sheep project 
on the Snake River as proposed in resolution 35 should be eliminated. 
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Although we can concede there is some concern over the fishing industry of 
the Pacific Northwest, seemingly the division engineer’s report of the Army 
Engineers considers the high Mountain Sheep project an adequate installation 
to overcome the fish problem. 

A shortage of power available to the private utilities which can be anticipated 
in the Pacific Northwest in 1963 will certainly put our private utilities at a 
disadvantage if the Federal Government is to deny them the right to build 
their own generating facilities and at the same time deny them the right to 
buy power such as Bonneville Dam generates. Those proponents of public 
power and of governmental intervention in the activities of private utilities 
then have assumed the role of oppressive monopolities. 

Since it is understood that the Army Engineers feel the high Mountain Sheep 
project will provide maximum development of the resources of the Snake 
River and that the fish problem can adequately be handled by the fish run as 
proposed in this project, the high Mountain Sheep development should be per- 
mitted at this time. The moratorium against future building on the Snake 
River if applied should not inlcude this project. 

Yours very truly, 
FRANK A. JACKSON, 
District Manager, Plant Production. 


CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Dayton, Wash., February 23, 1960. 
Hon. Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Sirk: The board of directors of the Dayton Chamber of Commerce 
during the meeting of February 22 voted in favor of deleting from Senate 
Resolution 35 the paragraph regarding the possible 5-year delay in the issuance 
of a license by the Federal Power Commission to the Pacific Northwest Power 
Co. for the construction of high Mountain Sheep project. 

Reasons cited were as follows: 

1. The Commission has broad licensing and regulatory authority which can 
adequately protect interests. 

2. The purchase of firm power from Bonneville Power Administration by pri- 
vate industries is expected to be limited in the near future because of growing 
electrical loads, planned generation and the Bonneville Act requires the Admin- 
istrator to show preference for the sales to public distribution agencies. 

3. Data from the Federal and State agencies and private research on the 
preservation of fish runs are available to enable the Commission to reach a 
decision. 

4. The high Mountain Sheep application and amendments to the application 
which have since been filed with the Federal Power Commission are equal 
in magnitude to the one recommended by the division engineer of the Corps of 
Engineers. 

5. The issuance of a license to the Pacific Northwest Power Co. will not re 
quire the expenditure of tax moneys on a project private industry is willing 
to construct. 

By a copy of this letter, we are also advising Congresswoman Catherine May 
of the action taken by the board of directors. 

Sincerely, 
CLoyce G. JoHNSON, Secretary. 
NOVEMBER 10, 1959. 
Senator FE. L. BArTLerTT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: Please enter the following as part of the record of 
the hearing being held in Astoria, Oreg., on November 10, 1959, on Senate Con- 
current Resolution 35. 

The Pasco-Kennewick Building & Construction Trades Council, with office 
at 429 West B Street, Pasco, Wash., does hereby declare their opposition to sec- 
tion 3 of the Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 which would provide for a 
moratorium on all dam construction in the middle Snake River for a period of 
5 years. 
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A committee from this council visited the damsites and have found that 
the high Mountain Sheep Dam would in no way block off or hamper the salmon 
run up the Salmon River. Furthermore, we find that present plans for migration 
of salmon up the Imnaha River have met with approval of those who are most 
interested. 

We should not be counted as one of those who are willing to sacrifice fish 
for power dams because it would be far from the truth. [From study of many 
reports and opinions of those who are qualified to speak on the subject of salmon 
and their habits, and from the visit to the dam site, it is the opinion of this 
council that the high Mountain Sheep Dam excludes itself from the purpose 
of the proposed 5-yeur moratorium, and that its early construction will alleviate 
partly the power shortage that faces this region in 1964 or 1965. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHARLEY J. KNAPP, 
Secretary, Pasco-Kennewick Building & Construction Trades Council. 


TOPEKA, KANS., February 8, 1960. 
HONORABLE SENATOR, 
U.S. Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR: Local 304 of the International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers joins with the many other local unions of the IBEW in the Northwest 
in opposing section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. This section would 
declare a moratorium on hydrodam building in the middle Snake River until 
June 30, 1964. The reason given for such a moratorium has to do with problems 
concerned with transporting fish over dams. 

The Pacific Northwest Power Co., comprised of four investor-owned utilities 
who are signatory to labor agreements with the IBEW has applied for a license 
to build high Mountain Sheep Dam on the Snake River. This dam is recom- 
mended by the U.S. Corps of Engineers and it meets the approval of those 
primarily concerned with the fish problem as it creates a sanctuary for fish on 
the Salmon River. It will provide the needed power at the end of its construction 
which will take 5 years and at which time a serious need for more power in the 
Northwest will exist. 

A great many local unions and central labor councils in the States of Wash- 
ington, Idaho, and Oregon are on record in this matter. We wish to concur 
and add our support to a program of research in problems concerned with 
anadromous fish but vigorously oppose the delay in power development provided 
in section 3 which is a device to block private companies from building dams. 

We earnestly solicit your support of our position on Senate Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 35 and hope that you will urge the granting of a license to the Northwest 
Power Co. to build high Mountain Sheep Dam at the earliest possible time. 

Fraternally yours, 
Paut D. Knox, 
Business Manager. 





INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS, 
LocaL UNION NO. 73, 
Spokane, Wash., February 11, 1960. 
Senator Rosert BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: Please enter the following as part of the record of 
the hearing held at Lewiston, Idaho, on November 12, 1959, on Senate Con- 
current Resolution No. 35: 

Local Union 73 of the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers has 
gone on record as being opposed to section 3 of the Senate Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 35, which would declare a moratorium on all dam, construction in the 
middle Snake River for a period of 5 years. Reasons advanced for this suggested 
delay in dam construction are inadequate facilities to assure no interference 
with the salmon industry. This union believes that all interested parties can 
develop hydroelectric projects on the Snake River, can keep the Salmon River 
open until the fish problem on that river is solved, and that the 5-year moratorium 
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is both not necessary or well advised in view of the needs for adequate hydro- 
electric development of the Pacific Northwest. 
Sincerely yours, 





PAUL H. KRUGER, 
Business Manager and Financial Secretary. 


WALLA WALLA, WASH. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Forcign Commerce, 
Senaie Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DeArR SENATOR BARTLETT: I am writing you with regard to the proposed 
moratorium on dam construction contained in paragraph 3 of Senate Con- 
current Resolution 35, dated May 138, 1959. 

While a perfect solution to passing migratory fish over high dams is most 
desirable, its achievement is doubtful and will certainly take a long time. 
Fish ladders, substitute spawning ground fisheries, and other tested methods 
already provide a partial but substantial solution to the problem so that extine- 
tion of fish runs is no longer at stake. It therefore does not seem reasonable 
to materially retard the economic growth of a large section of the Northwest 
while further studies are being made. 

I respectfully urge that paragraph 3 of Resolution 35 be deleted. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. H. MILts. 





NORTHWEST PuBLIC POWER ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Vancouver, Wash., December 7, 1959. 
Hon E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: On December 4 the Oregon Rural Electric Coopera- 
tive Association adopted the following resolution favoring Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35: 

“PISHERIES RESEARCH 


Qn 


“We favor enactment of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 as introduced by 
seven Pacific Northwest Senators calling for the Secretary of the Interior to 
conduct a crash program of fisheries research on fish passage over high dams 
in the middle Snake River and for this purpose that Congress also set aside 
and reserve any dam construction in the Nez Perce damsite and reservoir area.” 

Sincerely, 
Gus Norwoop, 
Executive Secretary. 


NOVEMBER 18, 1959. 


City or TACOMA, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITIES, MAJOR PROJECTS DIVISION 


FUNCTIONAL DESCRIPTION OF THE FISH FACILITIES FOR MAYFIELD DAM, COWLITZ 
POWER DEVELOPMENT 


The Mayfield Dam fish facilities consist of two completely independent sys- 
tems, one designated the “upstream migrant system” and the other the “down- 
stream migrant system.” The former transports adult fish upstream over the 
dam en route to the spawning grounds and the latter transports juvenile fish, 
of various ages and sizes, downstream over the dam en route to the sea. 

The five components of the Mayfield upstream migrant system are the barrier 
dam, powerhouse collection channel, ladder and pumphouse, trap and tramway, 
and discharge pipe. The barrier dam is a 25-foot-high concrete structure de 
signed to prevent the passage of upstream migrants beyond the powerhouse 
and to divert the fish to the collection facilities. The powerhouse collection 
channel is located beneath the powerhouse transformer deck. In the outside 
wall of the channel are four entrances through which the fish may enter the 
channel. The upstream end of the channel connects with the fish ladder. 
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The main ladder entrance is adjacent to the upstream end of the powerhouse. 
Fish using the main ladder entrance join those using the powerhouse collection 
channel at the second pool above tail water. The ladder consists of 16-foot-square 
pools, each pool being one foot higher than the one immediately preceding it. 
The pumphouse, adjacent to the ladder, supplies the large, additional quantities 
of water required to b* discharged from the system to attract fish. Means are 
also provided to use water spilled from the main dam in the event of pump 
breakdown or shutdown for maintenance. Also, if necessary to spill, the spilled 
water can be used in the fish facility and power required for pumping can be 
temporarily eliminated. At the head of the ladder is the trap, consisting of 
three pools, the last of which contains a 1,500-gallon hopper into which the 
fish are induced to swim in order that they may be transported further. 

After the fish enter the hopper, it is hauled to the top of the tramway on a 
wheeled carriage, running on rails. Means are provided to aerate the water to 
insure sufficient oxygen for the fish during the tramway journey. At the head 
of the tramway the fish are deposited in the discharge pipe in which a high 
velocity flow of water carries the fish to the reservoir. The flume is lined with 
a smooth material to prevent damage to the fish. 

During construction of the dam, trucks will be used temporarily to haul fish 
upstream beyond the construction area. The hopper will be placed directly 
on the truck bed and hauled to a convenient area where the fish will be placed 
back in the river. Trucking facilities will be available on a standby basis for 
use in emergencies after completion of the project. 

Operation of the entire upstream migrant system will be automatically con- 
trolled in order to eliminate the need for operating personnel. It is possible, 
however, that one man may be required on a day shift to operate the tramway. 

With the exception of the discharge pipe all of the upstream facilities are 
similar to previously existing facilities with histories of successful operation 
over maby years. All, including the discharge pipe, were first approved by the 
State of Washington Departments of Fisheries and Game and the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service on a functional basis. Detailed design and contract draw- 
ings were then completed. All detailed design and construction drawings in- 
cluded in the general contract have been approved by the three fisheries agencies. 
Only minor revisions and additions of details are contemplated as construction 
work progresses. 

The downstream migrant system consists of three major components. The 
first is a primary fish separator composed of a vertical louver and bypass struc- 
ture. The second is a secondary fish separator composed of either another set 
of vertical louvers with bypass or an inclined screen trap. The third component 
of the downstream system is a discharge pipe and chute. 

By locating the primary fish separator in the main power intake structure it 
is possible to use the entire flow of the river to attract the downstream migrants. 
Louvers are similar to the slats of venetian blinds except that they hang vertically 
instead of horizontally. Two lines of louvers are placed diagonally across the 
channel in each wing of the intake structure so as to form a V. The individual 
slats are placed normal to the flow. At the apex of the V is a bypass, consisting 
of a rectangular box-like structure extending from the top of the water to the 
bottom of the channel, as do the louvers themselves. In the floor of the channel 
at the bottom of the bypass is an outlet connected to a pipe which carries water 
and fish to the secondary separator. While most of the water passes through 
the louvers to the power tunnel, fish avoid the louvers and enter the bypass. 

The primary separator diverts through the bypasses more water than can 
be economically wasted. Accordingly, it is necessary to again separate the fish, 
returning most of the water to the power tunnel by pumping and sending a small 
quantity through the downstream discharge pipe and chute carrying the fish 
to tail water. The nature of the secondary separation has not been definitely 
established although it will probably be a form of inclined screen trap, a device 
which has been used for many years by fisheries agencies for collecting small 
fish for biological studies. Model studies to obtain the desired hydraulic char- 
acteristics of both the primary and secondary separators are being conducted 
at the University of Washington, Seattle. Final design will be made after com- 
pletion of the studies. 

The downstream migrant discharge pipe and chute carry the fish from the 
secondary separator to tail water. All of the downstream migrant system is 
based upon previously existing installations, some of which have been success- 
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fully operated for many years and others for shorter periods of time. The sys- 
tem will be automatically operated and will require no operating personnel. 
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SANDPOINT CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Sandpoint, Idaho, February 3, 1960. 
Senator E. L. BartLett, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR BARTLETT: At the director’s meeting of the Sandpoint Chamber 
of Commerce, February 1, 1960, action was taken on the moratorium of dams 
in the Salmon River area. 

The Sandpoint Chamber of Commerce would like to go on record as being 
opposed to this moratorium. 

Very truly yours, 
SANDPOINT CHAMBER OF COMMERCE. 
JACK PARKER, President. 


FEBRUARY 4, 1960. 
Hon. Senator Frank E. Moss, 
U.S. Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 
Dear SENATOR Moss: Local Union 57 of the International Brotherhood of | 
Electrical Workers joins with the many other local unions of the western area 


in opposing section 3 of the Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, This section 
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would declare a moratorium on hydrodam building in the middle Snake River 
until June 30, 1964. The resolution gives as a reason for such moratorium 
the problems concerned with the transporting of fish over dams. 

In discussing this resolution with other local unions of the IBEW located 
in the Pacific Northwest we find a great concern over any delay in the develop- 
ment of power such as is provided in section 3. 

It is our understanding that the Pacific Northwest Power Co., which is 
composed of four electric utility companies, all of whom have labor agree- 
ments with the IBEW, has applied for a license to build high Mountain Sheep 
Dam on the Snake River. We further understand that this dam meets with 
the approval of those primarily concerned with the fish problem in that it 
creates a sanctuary for fish on the Salmon River. It has also been recommended 
by the U.S. Corps of Engineers. 

We join with the many other local unions and central labor councils in the 
Northwestern States who are on record with respect to this resolution. We 
believe the program for research into the problems concerned with anadromous 
fish is wise and we wish to add our support but we oppose the delay in power 
development of the Snake River by private companies. 

We would earnestly solicit your support for our views on Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35 and urge that you will lend your support to the granting of 
a license to the Northwest Power Co. to build high Mountain Sheep Dam at 
the earliest time possible. 

Yours very truly, 
V. G. Pearson, Business Manager. 


BuILDING & CONSTRUCTION TRADES COUNCIL 
OF BREMERTON AND VICINITY, 
Bremerton, Va., December 14, 1959. 
Hon. FE. L. BARTLETT, 
U.S. Senator, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR BARTLETT: The Bremerton Building and Construction Trades 
Council, at its last meeting did go on record as being in favor of dam construc- 
tion on the Snake River. This council is against any type of a moratorium 
that would cause any delay in dam construction at this time or in the future. 
We have reference to section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

We understand that the fish problem is the excuse being used as a request 
for this moratorium but after investigation of this fish problem we are con- 
vonced that if the Salmon River is left unobstructed, we can have both fish and 
power. 

We further realize that we need power now, not 10 years hence. We also 
represent building tradesmen, and dam construction would help to put our 
people to work, something that we certainly need at this time. 

Very truly yours, 
GARTH F. PENNINGTON, Secretary. 


DayTON Drue Co., 
Dayton, Wash., February 5, 1960. 
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: There are two statements I wish to make regard- 
ing the development of the natural resources of the Northwest. They are as 
follows: 

1. I believe wherever maximum benefits are going to be received and private 
enterprise is willing to construct, the projects should be constructed by private 
enterprise rather than by any governmental agency. 

2. I believe paragraph 3 of Senate Resolution 35 should be deleted, as I be- 
lieve the Federal Power Commission has adequate information available. 

Yours truly, 
Ray SEAMAN, Owner. 
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SuEeRwooD & Roserts, INC., 
Walla Walla, Wash, February 4, 1960. 
Senate bill No. 85 relating to the construction of dams on the Snake River. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 

Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: We understand paragraph 3 of the above bill would 
establish a moratorium until June 30, 1964, for the construction of dams on the 
Snake River. 

As a citizen of the Northwest, I feel a moratorium would be unfair and unwise 
at this time. 

Long-time planning is required to get dams into construction and these dams 
should be built in an orderly fashion to take care of the growing needs for 
power in the Northwest. 

The 1958 Bonneville Power Administration report indicates non-Federal agen- 
cies have under construction at the present time 17 projects with a total capacity 
of 3,445,250 kilowatts while the Federal Government is building seven projects 
with a total of 2,484,650 kilowatts. 

We believe wherever possible, private enterprise should be allowed to cuun- 
struct the powerplants needed in the Northwest. We need both the Federal 
Government and the private companies but as taxpayers we should carefully 
resist the temptation to get the Federal Government into the power business 
where they operate to a large extent at Government expense. Several respon- 
sible power companies in the Northwest are ready and willing to build a dam at 
Mountain Sheep on the Snake River and it would be unreasonable to declare 
a moratorium at this time resulting in a delay in the building of this dam. The 
problem of interfering with the movement of salmon to their spawning grounds 
will be with us for many years and it is doubtful if a moratorium in dams at 
this time would result in any solution of the problem. 

I would urge you to delete paragraph 3 from Senate bill 35, thus removing the 
moratorium provision and enabling our power companies to go ahead with 
needed expansion to cover the future requirements of our area. 

Sincerely yours, 





DONALD SHERWOOD. 


PorRTLAND, OreEG., December 1, 1959. 

Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 
Chairman, Subcommitiece on Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

The following resolution was passed by Local 125, International Brotherhood of 
Electrical Workers: 

“Whereas the Pacific Northwest Power Co. has applied for a license to 
construct the high Mountain Sheep Dam; and 

“Whereas the said Pacific Northwest Power Co, is made up of Pacific Power 
& Light Co., Portland General Electric Co., Washington Water Power Co., and 
Montana Power Co., all of whom are fair employers, having agreements with 
the IBEW and other unions and it has been the position of organized labor to 
support union employers; and 

“Whereas the fish and wildlife people of the Northwest approved the applica- 
tion where heretofore they have opposed the building on the Columbia River 
system; and 

“Whereas Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 would enact a moratorium on 
all construction of dams on the middle Snake River for 5 years or more: There- 
fore be it 

“Resolved, That Local 125 supports the application of Pacific Northwest Power 
Co. for a license to construct high Mountain Sheep Dam and to oppose Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 35 and to so notify the Oregon legislative delegation 
and Senator E. L. Bartlett, chairman of the subcommittee which held hearings 
on Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 in this area, of our action.” 

W.L. VINSON, 
Business Manager, Local 125, International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers. 
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INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WorRKERS, AFL-CIO, 
LOCAL UNION 1245, 
Oakland, Calif., February 26, 1960. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: Please be advised that Local 1245 of the Inter- 
national Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, AFL-CIO, which represents some 
15,000 workers in California and Nevada, joins with the many labor organiza- 
tions in the Northwest in opposing section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 

In our considered opinion, a moratorium on hydrodam construction on the 
middle Snake River until June of 1964 is both unwise and discriminatory. 

We add our support to proper research on fish problems but feel that the pro- 
posed high Mountain Sheep Dam on the Snake River, recommended by the 
U.S. Corps of Engineers, should be approved and that its construction will not 
unduly impede any proper research on transporting fish over dams. 

The proposal of the Pacific Northwest Power Co. which combines resources 
of four investor owned power companies to build high Mountain Sheep Dam, 
is a testimony to the willingness of the industry to take on such a giant project 
which will take 5 years to complete and which will be a big step toward meeting 
the growing power needs of the Northwest. 

We respectfully urge that you support our position on Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35 and further, that you support the granting of a license to the 
*acific Northwest Power Co. in order that it may proceed to build the high 
Mountain Sheep Dam. 

Respectfully, 
RONALD T. WEAKLEY, 
Business Manager. 


SEATTLE, WasH, February 8, 1960. 
Senator EB. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

Uurge you support amendment to S. 35 to hold up granting license for building 
dams on Middle Snake River until study can be made on fish passage and develop- 
ment policy of Congress can be reviewed. 

B. M. WESTON, 
President, Washington State Labor Council, AFL-CIO. 


LAw OFFICE OF CAHILL & WOOLSON, 
Dayton, Wash., February 17, 1960. 
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 
U.S. Senate, Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Str: I would like to express my thoughts concerning the proposed con- 
current resolution of Senator Magnuson known as Senate Concurrent Resolu- 
tion 35. 

The resolution, if adopted, would for a period of time up to 5 years delay 
construction of high Mountain Sheep Dam. The device used, it seems to me, 
in proposing the resolution and in calling for a further investigation simply 
delays the further orderly development of the Middle Snake River without 
proposing a substitute. 

As you no doubt know, the development of the Snake River has been thoroughly 
investigated in years past both from the standpoint of power and from the stand- 
point of the protection of the fishing industry. 


“ 


You and your committee are no doubt familiar with the fact that the U.S. 
Army engineers have submitted to the Governors of the Northwest States their 
report, the conclusion of which is that the construction of high Mountain Sheep 
is the best answer to the problem of the development of the Snake River. 

What further facts can be developed that would show the report of the Army 
Engineers to be erroneous. Clearly their study of the problem was thorough and 
detailed and their conclusion is one that should be used by all of us. 
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If a delay is permitted by the adoption of the resolution, then it seems to 
me that you further delay the proper development of this region in failing 
to make available at the earliest possible time additional electrical energy. 

Of course, the high Mountain Sheep Dam will be constructed by private indus- 
try, and personally I am strongly in favor of the development of private power 
sources in the Pacific Northwest, and further the public’s interest is amply pro- 
tected by the authority of the Federal Power Commission. They obviously have 
the authority to either agree or disagree with the report of the Army Engineers. 

May I, therefore, respectfully suggest that the committee and the Senate vote 
against the concurrent resolution offered by Senator Magnuson. 

Respectfully submitted. 

H. N. Woo.tson. 


OREGON-COLUMBIA CITAPTER, 
NATIONAL ELECTRICAL CONTRACTORS ASSOCIATION, 
Portland, Oreg., November 25, 1959. 

Senator ROBERT BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

Whereas this association is vitally concerned with the development of low-cost 
electric power for the benefit of the citizens of the State of Oregon; and 

Whereas any measure that delays or defers construction of feasible low cost 
hydroelectric projects is not in the best interests of Oregon; and 

Whereas the growth of population, industry and agriculture requires maintain- 
ing and increasing the orderly rate of hydroelectric construction; and 

Whereas construction of high Mounatin Sheep Dam by Pacific Northwest 
Power Co. will assure a considerable portion of low cost hydropower to the 
citizens of Oregon; and 

Whereas the division engineer and board of engineers, U.S. Army Engineers 
have recommended high Mountain Sheep Dam; and 

Whereas development with high Mountain Sheep Dam gives the greatest 
power and flood control storage, and affords the greatest protection to the salmon 
fishery existing in the Salmon River; and 

Whereas the effect of the moratorium provisions of the Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35 is to delay needed and continued comprehensive development : Now 
be it 

Resolved, That this association supports the fishery research program proposed 
in Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 but vigorously opposes paragraph 3 of the 
resolution as a block to development of the Pacific Northwest and the United 
States and therefore is against the best interests of the citizens of the State 
of Oregon, this association, and the future growth of the Pacific Northwest. 

[SEAL] S. S. ApAms, President. 

R. P. Burns, Manager. 


TRADEWINDS TROLLERS, 
Depot Bay and Newport, Oreg., November 9, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: I respectfully submit that the attached resolution 
was passed unanimously by the board of directors of this organization on 
November 7, 1959. 

Thanking you for your consideration of this matter, I am, 

Yours very sincerely, 
STANLEY ALLYN, President. 
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RESOLUTION 


Whereas devolopment of the Northwest necessitates maintaining and con- 
tinuing hydroelectric construction ; and 

Whereas a limited number of low-cost hydroelectric sites are available; and 

Whereas construction of high Mountain Sheep by Pacific Northwest Power 
Co. will assure some portion of hydroelectric power to the citizens of Oregon; 
and 

Whereas the Division Engineer and Board of Engineers, U.S. Army Engineers, 
have recommended high Mountain Sheep; and 

Whereas the alternate project, Nez Perce, would destroy the salmon fishery 
in the Salmon River in Idaho, which constitutes 30 percent of all the salmon 
passing McNary Dam; and 

Whereas Nez Perce could not be built for many years, if ever; and 

Whereas development with high Mountain Sheep gives the greatest power and 
flood control storage with the greatest protection to salmon fishery; and 

Whereas the only effect of the moratorium provisions of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 35 is to delay needed development: Be it 

Resolved— 

(1) That Tradewinds Trollers opposes paragraph 3 of Senate Concur- 
rent Resolution 35 as a block to development, inconsistent with sound com- 
prehensive development of the Columbia River Basin, and against the best 
interests of the State of Oregon. 

(2) That Tradewinds Trollers regards the salmon and steelhead re- 
sources as an important source of wealth and recreation that justifies 
preserving the Salmon River as a sanctuary for breeding and propagation 
and therefore endorses S. 2586. 


FRANKLIN County DEMocRATIC CLUB, 
Pasco, Wash., February 18, 1960. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
U.S. Senator, Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MAGNusON: On Saturday, February 13, 1960, the Franklin 
County Democratic Club went on record favoring the passage of Senate Concur- 
rent Resolution 35 for a moratorium on the building of dams in the middle 
Snake River. Copy of said resolution is enclosed. 

Since you are one of the sponsors of this resolution, we are urging your 
cooperation in seeing that it is introduced in the House of Representatives at 
the earliest possible date. We appreciate your interest in our community and 
want you to know that our club will be glad to be of any assistance it can in 
the introduction of this resolution. 

We also want to express our sincere thanks for all the assistance you have 
given us in the past, and look forward to your visits in this area. 

Very truly yours, 
AMALIA HALL 
Mrs. George Hall, 
Secretary. 


Whereas we believe that the maximum development of the middle Snake River 
and the Columbia River watershed will be prevented by the construction of the 
Nez Perce Dam now proposed by private power interests and that action must 
be taken to prevent the granting of a license to the Northwest Power Co. by the 
Federal Power Commission for such construction ; and 

Whereas a higher and better Nez Perce Dam in a different location will be 
feasible when the problem of migratory fish has been solved, and that problem 
is nearing a solution, which will overcome the objections to high dams but needs 
further research ; and 

Whereas we deplore the possibility of another Hells Canyon minimum develop- 
ment; and 

Whereas the time is right for construction by the U.S. Government of Bruces 
Eddy storage, flood control, and power dam on the Clearwater River, which will 
furnish employment in place of that anticipated from the proposed private power 
dam, and we believe that postponing development of the middle Snake River will 
stimulate the construction of the authorized dams on the lower Snake River, 
namely, Lower Monumental, Upper Granite, and Little Goose, and wiil furnish 
needed employment to persons in our county and area: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Franklin County Democratic Club, That we go on record favor- 
ing the passage of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 for a moratorium on the build- 
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ing of dams in the middle Snake River, and urging the five U.S. Senators from 
Oregon, Washington, and Idaho who have sponsored the resolution to bring about 
its introduction in the House of Representatives at the earliest possible date; 
and be it also 

Resolved, That we go on record as favoring the early construction of Bruces 
Eddy storage, flood control, and power dam on the Clearwater River. 


WALLOWA CoUNTY POMONA GRANGE NO. 22, 
Joseph, Oreg., November 21, 1959. 
Hon. Senator B. L. BARTLETT, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
Dear Str: The following resolution was passed at the Wallowa County Pomona 
Grange. It is hoped you will give it your careful consideration. 


MIDDLE SNAKE RIVER DEVELOPMENT 


Whereas the aims and purposes of the grange as an organization is to exercise 
its influence to the end that our natural resources not be wasted but put to their 
most beneficial use ; and 

Whereas hydroelectric development in the middle reaches of the Snake River 
along the eastern border of our county have long been delayed; and 

Whereas any measure that further delays or defers construction of sound 
hydroelectric projects in this stretch of the undeveloped Snake River is not in the 
best interest of our county or the Northwest; and 

Whereas development in this area, as recommended by the Corps of Engineers, 
could start in the very near future should it be authorized ; and 

Whereas we believe, in order to meet our power needs, development should not 
be further delayed: Be it 

Resolwed, That this Wallowa County Pomona Grange No. 22, in session assem- 
bled at Joseph, Oreg., this 14th day of November 1959, express its opposition to 
section 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 as not being in the best interest of 
Wallowa County, Oreg., or the Northwest; and be it further 

Resolved, That we express our approval of the fish research program proposed 
by other sections of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35, and that we also approve 
the provisions of Senate bill 2586. 

[SEAL] FreD HIMELWRIGHT, Master. 

SYLVIA BONER, Secretary. 

Dated November 14, 1959. 


DALLAS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Dallas, Oreg., November 12, 1959. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT 
(In care of Mr. Harry Huse), 
Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DeAR Siz: Whereas the growth and development of the Pacific Northwest is 
dependent upon a continuing program of hydroelectric construction; and 

Whereas this hydroelectric development should be continued in a manner which 
will give the greatest protection to the salmon fisheries ; and 

Whereas development of the proposed high Mountain Sheep site will provide 
needed hydroelectric power with protection for salmon fisheries: Be it 

Resolved, That this organization, although supporting fisheries research, op- 
poses paragraph 3 of Senate Concurrent Resolution 35 as not being in the best 
interests of Oregon and the Northwest. 

Yours very truly, 
KENNETH H. SmMirn, Secretary. 
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(The following abstract was subsequently submitted for the record 
by Mr. Albert M. Day, director, Oregon Fish Commission. ) 


ABSTRACT OF AN INVESTIGATION OF ADULT CHINOOK SALMON MORTALITY IN THE 
VICINITY OF BONNEVILLE DAM 


The extent of mortality of adult chinook salmon in the vicinity of Bonneville 
Dam was studied in July-September 1954 and April—July 1955 by the Oregon 
Fish Commission under contract to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

The mortality enumeration technique used in the study required that experi- 
mental and freshly killed fish react in a similar manner. No statistical differ- 
ence was found in time required to float for 24 experimental salmon carcasses 
which had been frozen and 14 fresh salmon carcasses at a given water tempera- 
ture within the tested range of 45°-63° F. 

Dead tagged fish were released below Bonneville Dam and systematie searches 
were made to recover tagged and untagged carcasses to form a basis for caleculat- 
ing the total number of dead chinook below the dam. 

The study was conducted in 1954 and 1955, although the first year’s results are 
not sufficient for a reliable mortality estimate primarily because of experi- 
mental techniques. The estimate of mortality is based on the 1955 fieldwork. 

On June 30 and July 1, 1955, a total of 1,169 tagged chinook carcasses was 
released several hundred yards below the dam from a boat traversing the river. 
The counts of upstream migrant chinook at Bonneville before and after the 
release were good and the flows were relatively high. 

The river was observed primarily by boat between April 4 and July 22, 1955, 
expending about 1,700 hours at eight stations from 2 to 58 miles below the 
dam. During a specific 1l-day period, 31 tagged and 117 untagged chinook 
carcasses were recovered. From these recoveries, the mortality was estimated 
to be 4,412 fish or 21 percent of the Bonneville chinook count for the appropriate 
period from June 28 to July 8. 

It was shown that there is a direct relationship between spillway discharge 
and mortality rate; the magnitude is proportional to the number of fish present 
and the flow. Flows in excess of 250,000 cubie feet per second coincide with 
mortalities. 

It should be remembered that this represents only 1 year’s findings; additional 
study is recommended and particularly on certain aspects of the problem. Based 
on preliminary results, the estimated mortality was for probably the most critical 
season in the year. Although substantial numbers of chinook are present at 
other times, it is tentatively believed that mortalities are not as great then 
because of reduced flow. 

Possibly the most important finding is that very significant numbers of up- 
stream migrant chinook are killed at Bonneville, the lowest main stem dam on 
the system, which is only about 60 feet high. It shows that although very large 
numbers of fish are apparently successfully passed, that alone is not conclusive 
evidence fish are not experiencing difficulty in passage. 
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